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THURSDAY,   APRIL   26,    1984  1:15   O'CLOCK  P.M. 

 oOo  

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:      The   next   item  to  be 
called  is  the  Public  Hearing  on  the  Draft  EIR  for  the 
Downtown  Plan.     If  you  expect  that  you  will  want  to 
address  the  Commission  on  this  matter,   there  are 
sign-up  cards  there  at  the  microphone  which  we  would 
ask  you  to  fill   out  and  give  to  the  Secretary  who  will 
periodically  come  over  and  pick  them  up  there. 

As  indicated  in  the  notices  that  have  gone 
forward  with  the  calendar  this  week,   last  week,  perhaps 
a  week  before  —   I  don't  remember,   because  we 
anticipate  a  number   of   speakers,   the  Commission  will 
ask  each  speaker  to  organize  his  or  her  comments  in 
such  a  manner  that  they  can  be  presented  in  a  period  of 
time  not  to  exceed  15  minutes. 

As  is  always  appropriate  and  welcome  by  the 
Commission  and  the  Department,    if  you  have  comments  on 
the  Draft  EIR,  we  would  appreciate  it   if  you  could 
submit  those  in  writing  as  well  as  verbally.     If  they 
are  comments  that  take  more   time  or  more  complexity 
than  you  can  cover   in  the  time  of  the  public  hearing, 
they  will  be  indeed  best  able  to  be  addressed  by  the 
staff   if  you  can  also  provide  a  written  document,  and 
we  will  have  a  few  comments  in  a  moment  about  the 
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anticipated  calendar   or   timetable  for   the  balance  of 
the  hearings  with   respect  to  the  Downtown  Plan. 
All   right.     Item  2,  please. 

SECRETARY  WOODS:     Item  2   is  a  public  hearing 
on  the  Draft  Environmental   Impact  Report  for  the 
proposed  Downtown  Plan. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:      All    right.  Bob? 

MR.   PASSMORE:     Mr.   President,   members  of  the 
Commission,   the  President  has  requested  staff  to  give 
you  what  we  would  anticipate  is  a  schedule  of  public 
hearings  dealing  with  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the 
environmental  evaluation   involved  in  it. 

As  the  Commission  will   recall,  you  commenced 
hearings  on  the  Downtown  Plan  in  January  of  this  year. 
This  is  the  public  hearing  on  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  today.     And  the  Commission  indicated  an 
ability  to  have  time  after  this  hearing  within  the  next 
week  to  have  any  follow-up  hearing  on  the  Draft 
Environmental   Impact  Report. 

The  material   that  went  out  with  the  Draft 
Environmental   Impact  Report  had  indicated  that  the  end 
of  the  public  comment  period  would  be  May  3rd.  The 
Commission  has,   however,   received  notification  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors"    resolution  requesting  a  30-day 
extension  of  the  comment  period.      If  that  were  to  be 
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approved   or    if   that   request   is   granted  by  the 
Commissiorir   that  would  mean  the  comment  period  would 
end  at  the  end  of   the  day  on  June  4th. 

We  have  also   calendared  a  public  hearing,  a 
special  public  hearing,   that  would  deal  with  the 
preservation  proposals  and  significant   building  list 
for  May  22nd.     We  would  anticipate   on  June  7th  to  place 
before  the  Commission,   Downtown  Plan  revisions.  This 
would  be  a  presentation,   not  contemplated  as  a  public 
hearing.     June  28th  we  would  propose  scheduling  a 
public  hearing  on  the  Master  Plan  changes   in  the 
Downtown  Plan  Ordinance.     We  would  contemplate  towards 
the  end  of  June   or   early  July  to  have   completed  the 
responses  to  the  comments  received  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Report  and  be  able  to  distribute  those 
responses  in  July,   and  on  that  schedule  would 
anticipate   that  the  Planning  Commission  would  be 
prepared  to  certify  the  Final  EIR  in  early,  mid-August, 
which  would  then  allow  the  Commission  to  proceed  to 
considering  amendments   to  the  Master   Plan,  perhaps 
initiation  of   interim  controls  to  take  over  for  the 
present  moratorium  on  hotel  and  office  space  that  will 
run  out  on  August   27th,   and  to  make  recommendations  to 
the  Board  of   Supervisors   for   final   downtown  controls. 

Those  would  be  our   current  thoughts  on  the 
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schedule  that  you  should  anticipate  during  the 
following  months.     Miss  Sahm  has  —  if  you  have  any 
questions  — 

COMMISSIONER  BIERMAN :     One  question.     Could  we 
have  a  copy  of  that  for   next  week,   maybe?     I  didn't  get 
those  taken  down.     So  could  the  Commission  be  given  a 
copy  of  that  schedule? 

MR.   PASSMORE:  Yes. 

COMMISSIONER  BIERMAN:      The   Other   thing  — 

MR.  PASSMORE:  Sorry,  Commissioner.  Part  of 
that  is,  of  course,  dependent  upon  the  Commission 
making  the  decision  that  the  comment  period  would  not 
end  on  May  3rd  but,  rather,  the  latter  date.  Because 
the  earlier  schedule  we  had  with  the  May  3rd  date  had 
anticipated  completing  some  of  steps  at  an  earlier 
stage  in  time. 

COMMISSIONER  BIERMAN:     I  didn't  hear   in  your 
presentation  that  we  are  also  having  a  hearing  next 
week.     Mr.  Chairman,   isn't  that  correct? 

MR.   PASSMORE:     I  indicated  that  the  Commission 
had  indicated  that  they  they  felt  they  could  be 
available  for  an  additional  hearing.      I  have  not  made 
that  because   I  think  it's  a  determination  the 
Commission  has  to  make. 

COMMISSIONER  BIERMAN:     Well,    I  guess   I  am 
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confused,   because   I  thought  that  is  what  we  announced 
to  the  public  last  week,   that  we  would  have  a  meeting 
next  week  at  the  end  of  our   regular  day.     And  I  know 
that  some  people  have  told  me  that  they're  planning  to 
come  next  week,  not  today. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:      I   think  we  can  deal 
with  that  today.     I  had  thought  what  we  said  was  that 
we  would  hold  our  individual  calendars  to  be  available 
the  evening  of  May  3rd  for  a  hearing  that  might  start 
after  the  dinner  hour.   If   it  appeared  after  today's 
hearing  that  there  was  still  substantial  testimony  that 
was   remaining  and  we  didn't  have  a  chance  — 

COMMISSIONER  BIERMAN:      That  was   not  my 
understanding . 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     We   can  make  a 
determination  after  any   time  today  that  you  all  wish  as 
to  whether  we  need  that  hearing  on  the  3rd  of  May. 

At  this  juncture  it  would  be  appropriate,  if 
the  Commission  so  wishes,    for   the  Commission  to  have  a 
motion  with  respect  to  the  formal   comment  period 
closing  date  for   the  Draft  EIR.     As   suggested,    it's  now 
published  on  the  cover  of   the  Draft  EIR  to  be  April 
30th.     The  date  suggested  is  now  June  4th  of  1984. 

COMMISSIONER  BIERMAN:      So  moved. 

COMMISSIONER  WRIGHT:  Second. 
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PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:      Moved  and  seconded. 
All   those   in  support?     Those   in  opposition?  It's 
adopted  unanimously.     All  right.  Barbara? 

MS.   SAHM:     Mr.   President  and  members  of  the 
Commission,   the  item  you  have  before  you  for  hearing 
today  is  the  Draft  Environmental   Impact  Report  on 
proposed  controls  for  downtown.     It  includes  the 
Downtown  Plan,   which  was  published  by  the  Department  in 
August,   1983,   and  five  alternative  zoning  and  planning 
scenarios  as  well.     The  Draft  EIR  analyzes  the  Downtown 
Plan  in  depth.     The  other  five  alternatives  are  covered 
in  detail   in  a  document  that  we  regularly  refer   to  as 
"the  consultant's  report,"  with  detail  remaining  there 
and  summarized  in  this  Draft  EIR  that  you  have  before 
you  today,  but  incorporated  by  reference  in  that  Draft 
EIR. 

The  consultant's  report  has  been  available 
since  the  end  of  May,   early  June  last  year.     And  the 
analysis  of  the  Downtown  Plan  follows  a  similar  format 
and  a  similar  or   the  same  methodologies.     So  the 
information  is  not  as  new  to  you  as   it  might  have  been 
at  any  other  ordinary  EIR. 

I  am  available  for  questions  if  the 
Commissioners  have  them  right  now.     I  don't  propose, 
however,   that  we  answer  questions  or   comments  as  they 
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come  up.     We  have  a  court  reporter  here  who  will  be 
taking  all   this  down,   and  the  staff  will  be  preparing 
written  responses,  as  we  normally  do  for  any  other  EIR, 
during  the  next  few  weeks  or  months. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     All    right.     Are  there 
any  Commissioner  questions  at  this  point?     All  right. 
We  will  begin  now  with  public  testimony.     The  first 
speaker  is  Commissioner  Ramey . 

MS.   RAMEY:     Mr.   President,   members  of  the 
Commission,  my  name  is  Drucilla  Ramey,   and  I  am  the 
Chair  of  the  Commission  on  the  Status  of  Women  of  San 
Francisco.  Z.I 

The  Commission  was  established  in  1975  to 
enhance  equal  opportunities  for  women  of  our  City  and 
to  eliminate  barriers  which  have  denied  equal 
opportunity  to  our  women.     The  Commission  has  long  been 
involved  in  the  area  of  attempting  to  secure  equal 
employment  opportunity  in  San  Francisco,   and  we  have 
been  particularly  concerned  with  three  issues:  Sexual 
harassment  in  employment,   equal  pay  for  work  of 
comparable  worth,  and  childcare.  2i 

We  are  very  anxious  that  in  the  area  of 
childcare  we  obtain  the  recognition  by  developers,  by 
employers,   and  by  planners  that  childcare  needs  of 
working  parents  must  begin  to  be  accommodated  in  the 
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workplace,   including  on-site  childcare.  z.2 

I  am  here  to  speak  on  behalf   of   the  Commission 
and  on  behalf  of  the  Childcare  Law  Center.     We  want  to 
thank  the  Commission  for  its  interest  in  the  childcare 
area.     Representatives  of  the  Childcare  Law  Center  and 
of  our  Commission  have  met  with  President  Rosenblatt, 
and  representatives  of  the  project  have  met  with  — 
frequently  —  with  members  of  the  staff  of  the 
Department  to  try  to  develop  a  proposed  amendment  to 
the  Downtown  Plan  which  would  accommodate  the  need  for 

A.I 

childcare  in  new  development  in  downtown  San  Francisco . 2.2 

Much,   of  course,   remains  to  be  done.     And  I  am 

really  here  today  to  thank  you  for   the  work  that  you 

have  done  with  us  already  and  to  encourage  you  to 

continue  that  work  in  the  development  of  accomodation 

for  childcare  in  downtown  San  Francisco.  z.2 

Anything  at  all  that  our  Commission  can  do  or 

that  the  Childcare  Law  Center   can  do,   we  are  very 

anxious  to  do,   and  we  have  a  lot  of  people  who  would 

like  to  continue  participating  in  this  matter.  '^'l 

Z.2 

Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:      Thank  you.      The  next 
speaker  is  Robert  Tandler,   to  be  followed  by  Norman 
LaForce,   I  believe  it  is.     It  is  a  little  difficult  for 
me  to  read. 
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MR.   TANDLER:     Mr.   President,   I  have  a  single 
page  handout  which   I  wonder   if   I  could  distribute  to 
the  distinguished  members  of   the  Commission  which  may 
facilitate  my  short  presentation  today.  Z.I 

Mr.   President,   members  of   the  Commission,  my 
name  is  Robert  Tandler .     I  am  from  the  Law  Offices  of 
Harold  S.  Dobbs,   and  I  am  here  on  behalf  of  my  wife 
today,  who  is  President  of  Fritzi  of  California,  a 
California  and  San  Francisco  corporation,   and  who, 
unfortunately,   cannot  be  here  to  attend  today  because 
of  the  pressing  urgency  of  her  business.  Z.I 

I  would  like   to  start  my  presentation  today 
with  a  short  explanation  of  who  Fritzi  of  California 
is,  because   I  think  the  fact  that  the  lack  of  our 
identity  and  the  lack  of  our  participation  in  the 
planning  process  has  resulted  in  a  proposal  which 
portends  to  put  Fritzi  of  California  out  of   business.  z.1 

Fritzi  of   California  has  been  manufacturing 
and  distributing  women's,  missy  and  junior  sportswear 
and  casual  wear   in  San  Francisco  for  38  years.     We  have 
become  the  76th  largest  publicly  traded  corporation  in 
the  State  of  California,   employing  350  people  in  San 
Francisco  alone;   and  through  the  network  of  95 
independent  sewing  contractors  who  sew  the  nine  million 
garments  annually  produced  by  Fritzi  of  California, 


CONVENTION  REPORTING 


1 

2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


10 

indirectly  create  jobs  for  an  additional  2500  people, 
most  of  whom  are  minority  workers  and  a  great  portion 
of  whom  are  elderly,  and  a  significant  majority  of  whom 
are  women.  Z.I 

Fritzi  has  expanded  its   sales  out  of  San 
Francisco  South  of  Market  from  its  beginnings  38  years 
ago  to   $65  million  a  year.     We  expect  it  to  grow  to  $70 
million  this  year,  and  we  hope  it  will  grow 
continually,  especially  with  your  good  help.  2.1 

Fritzi  is  located  at  the  corner  of  First  and 
Howard,  directly  south  of  the  Transbay  Terminal,  where 
it  keeps  its  current  corporate,   financial,   and  sales 
headquarters.     On  the  square  block  south  of  Howard, 
between  First  and  Fremont  Streets,   Fritzi   utilizes  all 
that  space  for  its  merchandizing,   factory  outlet, 
public  retail  stores,  storage  and  warehousing,  fabric 
and  trim  storage,   cutting  department  for  salesman 
samples,   and  the  distribution  center   to  the  independent 
contractors  who  do  the   sewing  in  San  Francisco.  z.1 

Its  third  property  is  located  between  Tehama 
and  Clementina  on  Second  Street,  where  Fritzi 
distributes  all  of  its  garments  that  it  sells 
nationwide  from  its  San  Francisco  base.  Zul 

Essentially  this  constitutes  a  production  and 
manufacturing  triangle  which  is  dependent  upon  all 
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three  legs  for   the  success  and  continued  operation  of 
this  corporation  in  San  Francisco,   the  lack  of   any  one 
of  which  will  result  in  the  triangle  collapsing  in  on 
itself,   and  either   the  liquidation  of   the  company  or 
its  relocation  out  of  San  Francisco.  Z.I 

The  handout  that  I  have  given  you  highlights 
in  green  the  proposed  park  south  of  the  Transbay 
Terminal,   south  of  Howard  Street  between  First  and 
Fremont  where  all  of  the  distribution  to  the 
independent  contractors  currently  takes  place.     If  that 
becomes  a  park,   then  there  is  no  distribution  to  2500 
employees   in  San  Francisco.  B.6 

Realizing  that  the  specific  purpose  of  today 
is  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental   Impact  Report, 
I  will  limit  my  comments  to  that  report  specifically 
and  hope  that  now  that  we  have  become  aware  of  the 
proposed  plans,  we  can  become  a  part  of   the  planning 
process  and  work  with  you  to  develop  alternatives  that 
will  meet  your  objectives  without  putting   us  out  of 
business.  Z.I 

In  Section   IV. B  of   the  Environmental  Impact 
Report  it  is  stated  that,    "It  is  the  strategy  of  the 
Downtown  Plan  to  redirect  office  development   in  a 
southerly  direction  and  east  of  Yerba  Buena  Center," 
specifically  Subarea  2  in  the  C-3-0  SD  division.  If 
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one  full  square  block  of  that  small   area  is  devoted  to 
a  park,   then  there  is  a  distinct  conflict  between  the 
stated  objectives  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  its  open 
space  objectives.  Z.I 

Utilizing  valuable  potential  of  development 
space  without  recognition  of  the  needs  for  further 
development  in  that  area  and  utilizing  that  space  as  a 
park  without  the  possibility  of  other  uses  for  that 
space  is  in  direct  conflict  with  the  stated  objectives 
of  the  Downtown  Plan,   a  fact  which  the  EIR  fails  to 
present.  B.6 

There  are  other  alternatives.     We  propose  that 
it  is  possible  to  develop  and  incorporate  open  space 
into  on-site  development  and  on-site  open  space  which 
would  result  in  lowering  the  impact  on  public  funds  for 
acquisition,  which  would  continue  to  meet  open  space 
goals.     And  we  propose,   as  owners  of  that  land,   that  we 
would  wish  to  work  directly  with  City  government  to 
achieve  the  goals  of  development  and  open  space 
alternatively.     I  think  we  can  all  look  to  the 
development  that  Levi  has  achieved  in  the  north  section 
of  San  Francisco,   downtown  area,   to  see  an  example  of 
what  is  possible.  B.6 

"As  a  part  of  the  strategy  to  deliberately 
redirect  major  new  development  to  Subarea  2,"  and  I  am 
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quoting  from  the  EIR  when   I  make  that   statement.  The 
EIR  goes  on  to  say  that,    "The  Plan  proposes   to  increase 
existing  height  limits  in  the  area  south  of  the 
Transbay  Terminal,"  specifically  our  property.  b.6 

Unfortunately,   as  you  can  see  from  the  map 
which  is  taken  from  the  EIR  that   I  have  left  with  you 
this  afternoon,   the  one  piece  of  non-publicly-owned 
land  in  that  area  is  currently  set  for  an  80-foot 
height  limitation.     All  the  property  surrounding  it  is 
set  for  height  limitations  that  range  from  200  to  350 
square  feet.  B.6 

The  stated  intention  of  limiting  the  height  on 
that  property  to  80  feet  is  in  direct  conflict  with  the 
stated  objectives  of  the  Downtown  Plan.     If   in  fact  it 
is  the  objective  of  the  Downtown  Plan  to  develop 
property  so  that  higher,   taller,   thinner  developments 
are  achieved,  by  limiting  that  specific  piece  of 
property  to  an  80-foot  limitation,   it  destroys  the 
ability  to  develop  that  property  in  a  manner  to 
maximize  open  space  and  achieve  economic  land  use.  It 
would  require  development  by  any  sensible  owner  of  as 
much  ground  floor  space  as  possible  so  as  to  maximize 
economic  use. 

There  is  an  alternative.     The  alternative  is 
to  work  with  the  City  to  develop  multi-functional 
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property  use,  which  includes  existing  uses,  expanded 
uses  in  conjunction  with  the  stated  strategies  for  the 
Subarea  2  development,   and  open  space.  B.6 

My  law  offices  are  located  at  One  Maritime 
Plaza,  which  I  believe  is  one  of  the  finest  examples  of 
a  combination  of  office  space  use  and  open  space  in  San 
Francisco.     And  we  propose  that  it  would  be  possible, 
especially  because  almost  this  entire  square  block  is 
owned  by  one  entity,   that  a  development  of  beautiful 
proportions  of  achieving  open  space  alternatives  and 
maintaining  the  existing  uses  of  the  property,  which 
are  very  important  to  our   company,   and  which  we  have 
chosen  to  do  in  San  Francisco  at  that  location,  can  be 
achieved.  B-6 

This  corporation  and  its  principals,  who 
happen  to  be  my  family,   are  committed  to  this  location 
in  San  Francisco.     There  are  more  economical  places  to 
live  and  work.     We  all   know  that.     We  see  major 
corporations  leaving  San  Francisco  because  of  these 
reasons.     But  we  have  chosen  this  location  in  San 
Francisco  because  we  want  to  work  with  the  City  and  in 
the  City  to  achieve  our  objectives  of  continuing 
operation  in  this  location  and  the  City's  objectives  of 
graceful  development  with  ample  on-site  open  space 
rather   than  squat,  blocky  buildings,   which  an  80-foot 


ADAMS 

CONVENTION  REPORTING 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


15 

limitation  would   impose.  B.6 

We  are  currently  discussing  plans  inside  the 
company  for  a  300,000  square  foot  distribution  center 
which  we  would  like  to  locate  where  we  are.  b.6 

Appendix  G  to  the  Downtown  Plan  states  that, 
"It  is  assumed  that  most  open  space  requirements  would 
be  met  off-site.     Due  to  strict  regulation  of 
acceptable  on-site  open  space,   only  a  few  developers 
with  prime  sites  and  an  interest  in  creating  a  unique 
building  development  would  be  willing  to  undertake  the 
design  expense  and  the  long-term  responsibilities  of 
maintaining  public  access."  B.6 

We  are  San  Franciscans.     We  are  not 
developers.     We  are  committed  to  the  long-term  growth 
of  our  company  in  our   City.     Nobody  spoke  with  Fritzi 
of  California  about  what  might  be  done  with  that 
property.     We  don't  know  how  it  became  a  park.  The 
Environmental   Impact  Report  fails  to  address 
alternatives  to  leveling  the  existing  use  to  rolling 
grassland  as  opposed  to  using  parking  lots  which  are 
across  the  street.     The  Environmental   Impact  Report 
fails  to  address  the  fact  that  there  is  a  park  proposed 
for  publicly-owned  land  two  blocks  away,   north  of  the 
Transbay  Terminal.     The  Environmental   Impact  Report 
fails  to  address  how  this  particular  piece  of  property 
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became  the  subject  of  an  80-foot  height  limitation, 
where  every  square  inch  of  property  on  either   side  of 
it,  with  the  exception  of  the  freeway,   has  a  height 
limitation  which  is  three  to  four  to  five  times  as 
high.  B.6 

You  might  ask,   "Why  would  you  want  to  continue 
the  existing  use  of  the  property  where  it  may  be  more 
economic  to  move  elsewhere  or  change  it  to  prime  office 
space?"     This  is  not  our  objective.     We  have  been  in 
San  Francisco  for  38  years,  employing  blue  collar 
workers  and  white  collar  workers,  and  we  propose  to 
continue.  B.6 

The  Draft  Environmental   Impact  Report  at 
Section  D  discusses  employment  and  notes  that  46 
percent  of  the  city-wide  industrial,  manufacturing,  and 
mining  operations  and  jobs  are  located  in  the  C-3 
District,     We  employ  ten  percent  of  those  people. 
Fritzi's  sewing  requirements  create  2500  jobs  outside 
the  company  for   the  95   independent  contractors.  The 
proposed  park  block  is  the  precise  location  wherein 
these  independent  contractors'    jobs  are  created.  There 
is  no  other  space  available  to  us  wherein  we  can 
distribute  the  fabric  and  create  the  fabric  and  create 
the  patterns  that  are  shipped  to  these  independent 
contractors.     If  we  have  to  move  out  of  San  Francisco, 
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we  will   have  to  seek  sewing  elsewhere,   closer   to  where 
it  will  be  distributed  from.  B.6 

The  EIR  fails  to  address  the  effect  of 
removing  these  facilities  from  service  on  business  or 
the  impact  on  the  City  from  the  loss  of   revenues  by 
driving  this  corporation  out  of  the  City  --  or   out  of 
business  entirely  —  and  the  demand  on  City  coffers  for 
assistance  to  the  number  of  people,   including  the 
elderly,  who  might  very  well  be  untrainable  in  the 
event  that  they're  put  out  of  work,   many  of  whom  are 
Soviet  emigres.     We  have  been  told  by  the  Jewish 
Community  Federation  that  we  are   the   single  largest 
employer  of  Soviet  emigres  in  the  City  of  San 
Francisco.  B.6 

Fritzi  of  California  is  a  leader   in  the 
growing  San  Francisco  fashion  and  garment  industry, 
which  is  nobly  led  by,    I  think,   Levi,   Fritzi  of 
California,   Esprit  de  Corp.     It  would  be  a  conflict 
with  the  stated  objectives  in  the  EIR,   which  discusses 
the  reversal  of  the  trend  in  the  loss  of  wholesale 
manufacturing  in  San  Francisco  that  has  been   stemmed  in 
the  past  five  years  if  this  company  were  forced  to 
leave.  B,6 

Finally,   the  Downtown  Plan  mentions  the 
requirement  of  the  preservation  of  architectual  and 
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historical   resources.     Six  buildings  of  historical  and 
architectural   significance  sit  on  this  block  in 
question  —  six  buildings  which  we  would  be  willing  to 
work  with  the  City  to  preserve  —  six  buildings  which  B.6 
must  be  removed  if  this  land  is  to  become  a  park.  H.I. 2 

The  EIR  fails  to  address  the  conflict  between 
the  proposed  park  and  the  preservation  and  alternative 
of  development  with  preservation.  B.6 

The  EIR  at  Section  IV.H.12  points  out  that 
Howard  Street,  which  is  one  of  the  borders  of  this 
proposed  park,   is  the  lowest  density  in  the  entire  C-3 
District.     And  we  ask  why  another  park  is  needed  on 
this  specific  land  if  the  density  is  now  so  low.  b.6 

It  is  our  desire  to  work  with  the  City  to  meet 
our  mutual  objectives  of  on-site  open  space  and 
development.     The  park  proposal  could  put  us  out  of 
business  entirely.     The  height  limitation  is  a  noose 
around  our  necks  which  prevents  our  future  development 
to  maximize  the  use  of  the  property,   retain  existing 
jobs,   and  create  open  space.  B^^g 

There  is  a  unique  ability  here  to  meet  other 
plan  objectives  such  as  the  elevated  pedestrian 
walkways  because  of  the  location  of  our  primary 
headquarters  on  one  side  of  Howard,  our  distribution  to 
our   independent  contractors  on  another   side  of  Howard, 
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and  our  distribution  facilities  one  block  away.  B.6 

The  EIR  fails  to  address  how  these  lower 
impact  alternatives  could  be  developed  and  the  impact 
of  the  Plan  on  our  company  —  B.6 
PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:   Mr.    Tandler  — 
MR.   TANDLER:     My  last  sentence,   sir.     We  ask 
for  the  opportunity  to  work  with  you  and  your  staff  to 
accomplish  our  mutual  objectives.     But  please  don't 
take  our  land  for  a  park  and  put  our  employees  and  the 
employees  of  many  other  people  out  of  work  and  choke 
off  our  ability  to  maximize  its  use  in  accordance  with 
your  objectives  of  open  space  and  architecturally 
significant  objectives  by  imposing  a  height  limitation 
that  is  discriminatory  and  different  from  all  the 
surrounding  properties. 
Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Norman  LaForce,  and 
then  Robert  Armsby. 

MR.   LaFORCE:     I  have  written  comments   that  I'd 
like  to  submit  to  the  Commission.     Is  somebody 
available  to        okay.     My  name  is  Norman  LaForce.  I 
work  in  San  Francisco  and  live  in  the  East  Bay,   in  El 
Cerrito.     I  am  also  Chair  of  the  Sierra  Club  Bay 
Chapter's  East  Bay  Shoreline  Park  Task  Force,  which  is 
involved  in  issues   relating  to  development  and  growth 
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in  the  open  space  area  along  the  East  Bay  shore  from 
the  Oakland  Bay  Bridge  up  through  Point   Isabel  in 
Richmond.  Z.I 

I  am  greatly  affected  by  and  have  a  strong 
interest  in  what  happens  in  San  Francisco  with  the  San 
Francisco  Downtown  Plan.     And  I  offer   the  following 
testimony:     I  believe  that  the  regional   impacts  of 
growth  that  are  provided  for  in  the  San  Francisco  Plan 
are  extremely  severe  but  inadequately  analyzed.  For 
example,   even  under  incredibly  low  growth  rates  assumed 
in  the  EIR,   there  would  be  a  51  percent  increase  in  the 
C-3  District  workers  who  will  live  in  the  East  Bay  by 
the  year   2000  .  B.1.2    B.2    D.2.3   D.2.5  D.3.2 

The  EIR  assumes  a  very  optimistic  88  percent 
increase  in  East  Bay-bound  BART  capacity  between 
roughly  1984  and  the  year  2000.     But  ridership  out  of 
the  C-3  District  alone  is  89  percent.     Hence,  every 
last  bit  of  capacity   is  now  used  up,   and  then  some,  by 
San  Francisco's  growth.     What  about  growth  in  Oakland? 
What  about  growth  in  Berkeley?    What  about  growth  in  El 
Cerrito  and  other  areas  in  the  East  Bay?     Santa  Fe  Land 
Improvement  Company,   for   example,   a  subsidiary  of 
Southern  Pacific,   is  proposing  what  for  Berkeley  is  a 
massive  commercial  development  on  the  East  Bay 
shoreline.  B.2   B.2.1    E.2.3  D.3.2 
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The  EIR  here  claims  all   the  growth  in  BART's 

capacity  belongs  to  San  Francisco.     I  believe  that  any 

analysis  must  include  other  growth  in  its  conditions 

and  must  include  the  cost  of  transit  expansion,  but 

E.1.4.1 

that  is  nowhere  mentioned  in  the  EIR. E. 2. 1.2  E.2.3  E.2.7.4  E.6 

The  same  situation  pertains  to  freeways. 
Growth  along  1-80  and  along  101  down  along  the 
Peninsula  and  Marin  are  not  taken  into  account.  Again, 
San  Francisco  claims  regional  transportation  corridors 
for  itself.     Of  course,   the  EIR  never   looked  at  the 
impacts  on  freeways  outside  of  San  Francisco.  For 
example,   the  EIR  only  provides  a  p.m.  peak  analysis, 
even  though  the  a.m.   peak  conditions  are  most  severe  on 
locations  outside  the  City  --  for   example,  getting  on 
to  the  Oakland  Bay  Bridge  to  get  into  the  City.    E.I. 3  E.3.1 

Moreover,   the  p.m.   analysis  is  deficient  as 
well.     The  philosophy  seems  to  be  that  the  impacts  stop 
at  the  San  Francisco  City  limits.     But  anybody  who  has 
tried  to  go  on  1-80  up  to  Richmond  or  Pinole   knows  that 
it's  a  veritable  traffic  jam  most  of  the  time.  These 
impacts  are  not  mentioned,   nor  are   impacts  of  future 
downtown  San  Francisco  growth  on  these  highways 
discussed.  E.3.1 

What  is  needed?     I  believe  there  is  a  need  for 
better  regional  analysis.     The  EIR  must  include  the 
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impacts  of   other   regional  growth  when  looking  at 

impacts  of  San  Francisco's  growth  on  the  region.  San 

Francisco  can  no  longer  assume  that  it  can  claim  all 

regional   transit  capacity  and  transportation  corridors 

for  its  growth.     The  analysis  must  look  at,  one, 

conditions  today  in  San  Francisco  and  in  the  regional 

areas,   two,   future  conditions  with  regional  growth  and 

no  new  downtown  San  Francisco  growth,   and,  three, 

future  conditions  with  regional  and  San  Francisco 

growth.     In  other  words,   CEQA  mandates  a  cumulative 

B.2  D.3.2  E.I. 1.2  E.1.5 
regional  analysis.        E.1.7  E.2    E.2.1.3    E.3.1    E.4.3   1.3   N.3  S.2 

The  EIR  should  concretely  describe  delays  to 

be  expected  on  transportation  corridors  —  that  is,  how 

much  increased  commute  time  into  San  Francisco  and  out 

of  San  Francisco  and  what  these  commute  times  will  be 

on  average  days,   light  traffic  days,   or  heavy  days. 

E.1.4.2   E.2.2.3  E.3.1 

The  EIR  should  show  the  cost  of  necessary  and 

assumed   improvements  —  for  example,   how  much 
additional  cost  will  there  be  for  an  88  percent 
increase  in  BART  capacity  for  HOV  lanes  projected  for 
1-80  and  101?  E.1.4.1    E.2.1.2   E.2.7  E.3.3 

What  is  necessary  is:     The  San  Francisco 
Planning  Commission  must  take  up  its  regional 
responsibilities.     People  in  the  East  Bay  should  not  be 
paying  for  San  Francisco's  housing,  transit. 
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transportation  and  pollution  problems  when  they  are 

foisted  on  the  East  Bay  without  any   regard  or  concern 

by  San  Francisco.     We  don't  need  or  want  San 

Francisco's  problems  exported  to  us.     Just  as  ABAC 

wants  each  city  to  build  its  fair  share  of  housing, 

each  city  must  learn  to  impose  its  fair  share  of  growth 

control  and  to  learn  to  live  within  the  region's  limits 

B.2  D.2.3   D.2.5  D.3.2  D.3.3  D.5.2   E.I. 4.1 
and  its  carrying  capacity.  E.2.1.2  E.2.7  E.3.3  F.I. 2  1.3  N.3 

I  believe  it's  necessary  for  San  Francisco  to 
require  developers  to  pay  for   regional  transit  impacts, 
not  simply  Muni  impacts.     I  also  believe  it's  necessary 
for  San  Francisco  to  impose  an  annual  limit  on  its 
growth.     Even  with  growth  projected  in  the  EIR  at  about 
840,000  square  feet  of  office  capacity  per  year,  the 
impacts  are  tremendous  and  adverse  not  only  to  the  City 
but  to  the  region,     San  Francisco  should  impose  an 
annual  limit  of,  at  the  most,   840,000   square  feet,  as 
laid  out   in  the  EIR.  E.2.1   E.2.7  E.6.1  P.I 

When  I  call  upon  San  Francisco  to  take  up  its 
regional  responsibilities,   I  certainly  don't  mean  or 
intend  to  imply  that  Oakland,   Berkeley,   and  the  East 
Bay  should  not  take  up  their   regional  responsibilities. 
The  question  of  growth  in  the  Bay  Area   is  something 
that  affects  all  the  cities,  municipalities  and 
governmental  entities. 
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And  I  believe  that  while  we  have  a  hearing  now 
on  the  San  Francisco  Downtown  Plan,   that  the  same 
problems  and  issues  I  have  raised  here  with  regard  to 
the  San  Francisco  Downtown  Plan  EIR  pertain  to  any  of 
the  EIR's  that  may  be  presented  regarding,   for  example, 
growth  in  the  East  Bay.     And  certainly  I  would  expect 
that  the  same  kinds  of  problems  need  to  be  addressed  in 
those  EIR's,   too.     So  I  don't  want  to  give  the  mistaken 
impression  that  I  am  calling  upon  people  of  San 
Francisco  to  deal  with  something  that  other  areas 
should  not  be  called  upon  to  do  either.     I  think  this 
is  something  that  every  EIR  for   every  city  regarding 
any  kind  of  development  project  that  requires  an  EIR 
needs  to  address.  N.3  Z.1 

Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Robert  Armsby,   and  then 
Lorraine  Yoeman. 

MR.   ARMSBY:     President  Rosenblatt,   members  of 
the  Commission,   my  name  Robert  Armsby.     I  am  speaking 
on  behalf  of  the  Joint  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  American 
Institute  of  Architect's  Urban  Design  Task  Force.  We 
have  spoken  to  you  before  on  the  Downtown  Plan,   and  I 
want  at  this  time  to  say  we  have  reviewed  the 
Environmental   Impact  Report,   and  we'd  like  to  commend 
the  Department  on  what  we  think  is  a  very  fine  and 
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thorough  document.  Z.I 

There  are  a  few  areas  we'd  like  to  bring  to 
your  attention  that  we  believe  could  use  a  little  more 
attention.     One  has  to  do  with  what  we  believe  is  a 
condition  that  needs  to  be  a  mitigated,   and  that  has  to 
do  with  what's  referred  to  usually  as  benching.  For 
those  of  you  who  may  not  know,   this  is  a  condition 
where  previous  height  controls  have  resulted  in  a  lot 
of  buildings  being  at  the  same  height  and  forming 
so-called  benches,  H.4.1 

The  proposed  zoning  generally  results  in  lower 
height  limits  than  existing,   and  therefore  any  new 
development  would  be  lower   than  the  existing  benching, 
and  there  is  no  opportunity  to  hide  or  mask  that 
benching.     We  believe  that  what  should  be  considered  as 
a  mitigating  measure  is  selectively  allowing  higher 
height  in  certain  areas  where  benching  occurs,   to  be 
able  to  mask  that.  H.4.1 

Now,   in  saying  that,   we  are  not  proposing  that 
there  be  any  increase  in  density  of  the  district  or 
that  area,   only  that  height  be   increased  selectively  to 
mask  benching  —  be  necessary  to  have   transfer  of 
development  rights  or   something  else   to  increase  the 
FAR.     But  we  think  that  the  height  increase  in  that 
instance  would  greatly  benefit  the  overall  urban  form 


ADAMS 

CONVENTION  REPORTING 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


26 

of  the  City.  H.4.1 

A  second  area   that  we  believe  will  have  a 
significant  impact  and  may  be  understated  in  the  EIR 
are  the  proposed  sunlight  regulations.     They  are  very 
specific,  and  we  believe  overly  proscriptive  and 
restrictive,  proposals  in  the  Downtown  Plan.  H.3.1 

Our   recommendations,   and  we  will  be  talking 
more  about  this  at  the  ordinance  hearing,   is  that  we 
believe  it's  very  important  and  laudatory  that  certain 
areas  be  protected  and  that  attention  be  given  to 
sunlight.  2.3 

We  think  it  should  be  up  to  a  project  sponsor 
to  demonstrate  to  the  Commission,   to  their 
satisfaction,  that  these  items  have  been  dealt  with. 
But  there  should  be  more  of  a  performance  standard 
approach  rather  than  a  proscriptive  series  of 
specific  —  "you  shall  do  this  and  you  shan't  do  that." 
So  I  think  that  is  something  we  would  also  recommend 
get  more  attention  in  the  EIR.  H.3.1 

A  final  general  area  is  in  the  area  of  bulk 
controls.     We  have  participated  with  the  staff  in 
developing  some  of  the  ideas  that  are  in  the  bulk 
controls.     But  I  think,   here  again,  while  we  agree  with 
the  idea  of  stepping  back  and  some  of  the  things  that 
are  contained  there,  we  think  that  as  they  stand  now,  H.4.1 
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they're  overly  prescriptive  and  too  specific,   and  I 
think  the  adverse  environmental   impact  may  be,   at  least 
in  terms  of  massing,   that  we  may  end  up  with  a  lot  of 
buildings  that,   again,   tend  to  look  somewhat  the  same. 
We  had  the  old  complaint  about  having  refrigerator 
boxes,   so-called,  because  of  the  previous  zoning  being 
very  specific.     I  think  we  would  argue  for  more 
flexibility  and  probably  more  simplicity  in  the 
controls  to  mitigate  against  what  may  become  a  lot  of 
look-alike  buildings.  H.4.1 

Those  are  really  my  comments.     We  plan,   as  I 
said,  to  testify  much  more  fully  at  the  ordinance 
hearing,  which  I  guess  is  June  28th  now.  Z,1 

Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:  Next. 

MS.   YEOMAN:     Chairman  Rosenblatt  and 
Commission  members,  my  name  is  Lorraine  Yeoman.     I  am 
speaking  as  an  individual,   native  of  San  Francisco,  and 
lived  here  practically  all  my  life.  2.1 

I  had  a  look  at  the  EIR,   1100  pages  of  it. 
And  early  on         I  believe  it's  on  Page  11.13   —  is  a 
listing  of  the  matters  that  they  didn't  consider  were 
significant  enough  to  study.     One  of  them  was  the  water 
usage,  and  directly  related  to  that,   the  sewer  usage. 
And  I  can't  understand  how  they  can  allow  for  enough 
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buildings  to  provide  100,000  new  jobs  —  can  you 
picture  100,000  people?     That's  more  than  what  runs  in 
the  Bay  to  Breakers  race.     All  these  extra  people,  and 
it  won't  affect  the  sewer  usage?     I  am  not  concerned 
about  the  water.     We  seem  to  have  plenty.     But  people 
do  use  it  and  it  has  to  be  removed.  F.I. 

Now,   some  years  ago,   they  started  to  build 
this  big  new  sewer  system  that  was  going  to  take  care 
of  everything.     They  must  have  known  they  needed  it  or 
they  wouldn't  have  started  it.     But  it's  not  finished. 
The  cost  of  the  thing  has  already  been  tripled,  the 
original  estimate.     And  the  cross-town  pipeline  that 
was  going  to  take  care  of  the  problems  from  the  east 
side  of  the  City  and  pump  it  over   to  the  plant  out  by 
Ocean  Beach  has  never  even  been  started,  let  alone 
finished.  F.I." 

I  can't  understand  all  this  boondoggling  and 
waste.     Anyhow,   a  year  and  a  half  ago,   the  winter 
storms  messed  up  what  they  were  trying  to  do  at  Ocean 
Beach.     They  had  a  platform  out  there  and  were  trying 
to  build  a  pipeline  to  put  the  treated  sewage  miles 
out.     Well,   it  blew  away  in  the  storms  and  never  got 
restored.  F.I. 

But  back  to  downtown.     The  average  working 
person  can  account,  according  to  the  Water  Department, 
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for  about  30  gallons  of  water  per  day,  which  adds   up  to 
about  three  million  gallons  per   day   for   the  whole 
bunch  —  in  addition  to  what's  already  being  used  by 
the  people  down  there  now.     That  amount  of  water  would 
be,   in  a  period  of  a  year,   it  would  fill  a  one  million 
dumpster-size  tank.     That  is  an  awful  lot  of  water  to 
try  to  get  rid  of  —  and  waste  water,  at  that.  F.I. 2 

A  year  or  so  ago  there  was  an  overflow  out  at 
Hunters  Point,  great  consternation,   bad  smell.  What 
are  you  going  to  do?     And  parts  of  the  downtown  area, 
sewage  has  to  be  pumped  from  the  basements  to  the 
sewer.     We  are  not  on  a  mountain  where  you  can  have  a 
runoff  and  get  rid  of  it.     We  have  to  deal  with  what  we 
have  right  here.  F.1.1     F.I. 2 

I  don't  know  what  the  contractors  who  were 
supposed  to  be  building  the  sewage  plant  and  the 
cross-town  pipe  got  away  with,   not  doing  their  job. 
Now,   some  years  ago  I  had  a  man  doing  a  job  on  my 
house.     He  didn't  do  it  well.     The  Building  Inspector 
wouldn't  pass  it.     So  I  fired  the  bum,   took  him  to 
court,  and  got  enough  of  a  settlement  to  get  somebody 
else  to  finish  the  job  and  correct  the  mistakes.     If  I 
can  do  it,    I  don't  know  why  the  City  can't.  F.1.1 

And,  as  I  said,   there  is  no  point  in  adding 
all  these  extra  buildings  and  jobs  when  the  City  is  not 
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ready  to  cope  with  what's  obviously  going  to  happen.  I 
wish  you'd  pay  more  attention  to  that  and  get  the 
infrastructure  ready  before  you  add  all  these  extras.  F.I. 2 
Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     The  next  speaker   is  — 
well,   there  seem  to  be  multiple  speakers.     The  group 
from  the  San  Francisco  Women  Lawyers'   Alliance.  Is 
there  anyone  here  from  that  group? 

MR.   LANDIS-BRENMAN :     Yes,   Mr.  President. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Could  you  introduce 
yourself,  please?     There  are  three  or  four  names  on  our 
card. 

MR.   LANDIS-BRENMAN:     Yes,  My  name  is  Eric 
Landis-Brenman ,  and  I  am  here  on  behalf  of  the  San 
Francisco  Women  Lawyers'   Alliance  Subcommittee  on 
Childcare.  Z.1 

Before  I  begin,   I  have  my  written  testimony 
here  that  I  would  like  you  all  to  have  a  copy  of.  Yes. 
Eric  Landis-Brenman.     It's  spelled  out  there.     I  am 
just  learning  to  spell  it  myself.  Z.l 

Good  afternoon,  Mr.  President  and 
Commissioners.     It's  a  pleasure  to  be  here  this 
afternoon.     To  reiterate  what  Ms.  Ramey  has  already 
discussed,  and  that  is,  one  of  the  focal  points  of  the 
San  Francisco  Women  Lawyers'   Alliance,   the  need  for 
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childcare  in  downtown  San  Francisco.     The  alliance  is 
appearing  before  you  today  to  address  what   it  considers 
a  critical   omission  from  the  proposed  Downtown  Plan  and 
the  Draft  Environmental   Impact  Report,   namely  the  need 
of  working  parents   in  the  Downtown  District   for  high 
quality  and  affordable  childcare  services.  Z.2 

While  the  Downtown  Plan  articulates  important 
policies  for  the  provision  of  housing  to  mitigate  the 
impact  of   increased  employment,   neither   the  Plan  nor 
the  Environmental  Impact  Report  takes  into  account  the 
substantial   impact  that  the  City's  projected  economic 
growth  will  have  on  the  already  inadequate  supply  of 
childcare  services.  2.2 

Dramatic  changes   in  the  structure  of  the 
national  workforce  have  elevated  childcare  to  a  serious 
economic  issue  affecting  most  American  families.  The 
need  for  childcare  in  fact  crosses  all  economic, 
educational,   and  social  boundaries.  Z.2 

Statistics  compiled  during   recent  census 
reports  and  surveys  illustrate  the  factors  behind  the 
increasing  need  for  childcare.     In  the  United  States, 
fully  46  percent  of  the  workforce  is  made  up  of  working 
mothers  with  children  under  six.     In  the  Bay  Area,  more 
than  50  percent  of  mothers  with  children  age  six  and 
under  are  working.     And  in  San  Francisco,   the  parents 
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comprise  about  one-third  of  the  workforce.  2.1  2.2 

A  recently  released  survey  conducted  by  the 
California  Childcare  Resource  and  Referral  Network  has 
projected  that  the  number  of  children  nine  and  under  in 
the  Bay  Area  needing  childcare  will  increase  to  over 
128,000  by  1985.     And  in  San  Francisco  alone,  over 
23,200  children  under  nine  will  require  childcare,  of 
whom  only  about  13  ,000  will   find  spaces.  2.1  2.2 

This  shortage  of  childcare  services  is 
especially  acute  in  downtown  San  Francisco,  where  only 
one  facility  currently  exists,  and  that  is  at  Golden 
Gate  University,  which  houses  —  and  I  should  say  it's 
an  excellent  center,   but  it  houses  only  34  children. 
So  it  doesn't  quite  meet  the  demand.  2.1  2.2 

The  current  Downtown  Plan  projects  that,  by 
the  year  2000,  there  will  be  an  additional  100,000  new 
downtown  workers  in  San  Francisco.     Yet  nowhere  in  the 
current  Downtown  Plan  is  there  to  be  found  any  land  use 
policy  designed  to  accommodate  the  increased  demand  for 
childcare  that  such  a  growth  in  employment  will  surely 
generate.  A.I  2.2 

In  fact,  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
indicates  that  by  the  year  2000,   the  space  available 
for  cultural,  educational,   institutional  and 
non-commercial  uses  —  space  that  could  be  allocated 
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for  childcare  facilities  —  will   decline  by  ten 

percent.  Z.I  2.2 

In  light  of  the  statistics  documenting  the 
already  severe  shortage  of  childcare  services  in  San 
Francisco,   it  is  imperative  that  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Commission  act  now  to  ensure  that  the 
childcare  needs  generated  by  San  Francisco's  employment 
growth  are  adequately  accounted  for  in  the  Downtown 
Plan.  Z.I  Z.2 

It  is  the  Alliance's  belief  that  the  projected 
need  for  childcare  services  must  be  included  as  an 
integral  component  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  Environment 
Impact  Report's  forecast  for  employment,   land  use,  and 
real  estate  development  in  downtown  San  Francisco.  2.I  Z.2 

As  a  concrete  agenda  toward  the  provision  of 
affordable,   quality  childcare  facilities  in  downtown 
San  Francisco,   the  Alliance  proposes  the  following 
recommendations  to  the  Planning  Commission:  Adopt 
policies  and  incentives  that  would  facilitate  and 
encourage  the  inclusion  of  quality,  affordable 
childcare  facilities  in  downtown  developments  --  that 
is,  existing,  newly  built  or  renovated  buildings,    z.1  Z.2 

Because  the  childcare  center  cannot  compete  on 
an  economic  level  with  office  or  retail  tenents,  leases 
for  childcare  centers  must  provide  for  the  following: 
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Complete  rent  subsidy;  a  ceiling  on  operating  costs, 
which  includes  utilities  and  disposal,   et  cetera; 
adjacent  outdoor  space;   compliance  with  all  applicable 
licensing  requirements;  and  a  minimum  20-year   term  so 
that  the  center  has  an  ability  to  become  financially 
solvent  and  gain  momentum.  Z.I  Z.2 

Secondly,   the  Commission  should  adopt  policies 
and  procedures  to  facilitate  the  flow  of  information  to 
concerned  groups,  such  as  the  Alliance,  regarding 
proposed  developments  or  renovations  so  that  these 
groups  may  contact  the  developers,  renovators, 
regarding  the  need  and  incentives  for  including 
childcare  centers  in  such  development.  z.^  Z.2 

And  thirdly,  the  Commission  should  adopt  other 
policies  favoring  the  provision  of  childcare  services 
that  would  mitigate  the  impact  of  increased  employment 
resulting  from  downtown  development,  2.I  Z.2 

I'd  like  to  spend  a  minute  with  our  chart  over 
there  which  highlights  the  need  that  I  have  been 
addressing  here.     This  is  a  chart  indicating  the  1985 
estimated  demand  for  childcare  in  San  Francisco.  And 
the  total  demand  estimated  by  agencies  such  as  the 
California  Network  and  Referral  Agency  is  roughly  23  to 
24,000  spaces.     Currently  available  in  San  Francisco 
are  13,000,  which  leaves  over  10,000  slots  needed. 
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Where  these  parents  —  myself  being  one  —  are  finding 
childcare  is  a  very  difficult  problem  --  often  in  other 
parts  of  the  City  or  in  the  East  Bay  or  on  the 
Peninsula.  2.1  2.2 

To  the  Alliance's  knowledge,   there  are  no 
current  plans  by  the  City  of  San  Francisco  to  alleviate 
the  needs  of  working  parents  for  quality,  affordable 
childcare  by  providing  downtown  childcare  facilities. 
One  encouraging  prospect,   however,   is  a  resolution 
drafted  by  the  City  Planning  Department  and  currently 
pending  before  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors 
concerning  the  exclusion  of  space  allocated  for 
childcare  facilities  from  the  floor  area  ratio  in  the 
Downtown  Commercial  District.     The  Alliance  is  strongly 
in  favor  of  such  an  initiative.  Z.I  2.2 

In  addition,   the  Alliance  currently  has  a 
proposal  before  the  United  States  Postal  Service  and 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  for  the  inclusion  of  childcare 
facilities  for  48  infants  and  preschoolers  in  the 
Postal  Service's  Rincon  Center  Development  Project  now 
under  consideration.  Z.1  2.2 

I  would  like  to  at  this  point  offer  you  three 
copies  of  our  submitted  proposed  to  the  Postal  Service 
and  Redevelopment  Agency  for  your  reference  use.  I 
think  it  would  be  helpful  in  that  it  highlights  what  I 
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have  been  speaking  about  today  as  well  as  going  into 
further  detail  of  the  problem.  Z.I  Z.2 

We  see  this  proposed  Rincon  Annex  Childcare 
Center  as  a  step  toward  alleviating  the  acute  shortage 
of  childcare  facilities.     More  importantly,  we  think 
the  Rincon  Annex  Childcare  Center  has  the  potential  for 
attracting  nationwide  attention  as  a  model  of 
innovative  urban  planning,  combining  commercial 
development  with  a  sensitivity  to  community  needs.  By 
adopting  policies  designed  to  encourage  the  inclusion 
of  childcare  services  in  downtown  developments,  the 
Planning  Commission  will  enable  other  groups  to 
initiate  similar  projects  throughout  downtown  San 
Francisco.  2..I  Z.2 

We  strongly  urge  that  the  Commission  study  the 
issue  of  downtown  childcare  services  with  a  view  to  its 
significance  to  the  Downtown  Plan.     Members  of  the 
Childcare  Committee  of  the  San  Francisco  Women  Lawyers 
Alliance  stand  ready  to  assist  you  in  this  effort.  2.1  Z.2 

And  finally,  before  I  conclude,   I  would,  in 
the  interest  of  expediting  this  hearing,   introduce  a 
speaker  who  has  just  a  few  minute  presentation 
concerning  the  same  issue,  and  that  is  Roxanne  Camus. 
So,  with  your  permission,   I  would  have  her  be  appended 
to  my  talk,   if  that  is  okay.  Z.1 
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PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:      Could  you   spell  your 
name,  please. 

MS.   CAMUS:  C-a-m-u-s. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     We  missed  your  first 

name . 

MS.   CAMUS:     Sorry.     Roxanne.     R-o-x-a-n-n-e . 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Thank  you. 

MS.   CAMUS:     Mr.   President  and  members  of  the 
Commission,   I  would  like  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the 
working  women  in  the  450  Sutter  Street  Building.  There 
is  an  obvious  need,  as  presented  by  the  San  Francisco 
Women  Lawyers'   Alliance,   for  childcare  in  the  downtown 
area.  2.1 

We  have  heard  it  said  that  parents  don't  want 
their  kids  in  the  downtown  area.     But,  on  the  contrary, 
the  women  at  450  Sutter  have  expressed  a  desire  to  have 
their  children  on-site.     The  women  have  stated  that 
there  is  a  lack  of  women  being  employed  in  the  building 
because  the  doctors  that  are  there  are  refusing  to  hire 
women  with  children  because  they  have  to  leave 
sometimes  to  go  for  emergency  matters  and  things,  and 
most  of  their  children  are  a  great  distance  from  the 
building.  Z.I 

Our  main  problem  now  in  establishing  a 
childcare  center  in  the  building  is  that  the  Fire 
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Inspectors  are  not  aware  of  the  Codes  regarding 
childcare  centers.     And  the  main  reason  is  because  they 
haven't  had  to  deal  with  childcare  centers  in  the 
downtown  areas,   so  they  are  just  not  used  to  it.  But 
we  would  like  to  encourage  you  and  the  Commission  to 
consider  all  of  the  issues  in  order  to  increase  the 
expansion  of  childcare  in  the  downtown  area,  and 
especially  to  work  it  out  with  the  Fire  Inspectors  and 
the  Codes.  Z.I  Z.2 

Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     The  next  speaker  is 
Barry  Wofsy,  and  then  Joel  Vantresca. 

MR.  WOFSY:     Good  afternoon,  Mr.  President  and 
members  of  the  Commission.     My  name  Barry  Wofsy.     I  am 
Vice  President  of  the  Council  of  Neighborhood 
Associations  and  Chairperson  of  the  Progressive 
Neighborhood  Alternative,  both  based  in  the  East  Bay.  z.1 

I  come  to  address  you  on  the  Downtown  Plan 
EIR.     I'd  like  to  read  a  few  of  the  comments  that  I 
will  hand  in  and  will  be  included  in  the  statements, 
and  then  I'd  like  to  ad-lib  a  little  bit  after  that.  z.1 

I  was  impressed  by  the  size  of  Downtown  Plan's 
EIR  and  particularly  the  beauty  of  the  presentation's 
visuals.     It  is  truly  unfortunate  that  this  EIR  opted 
for  style  over  content.     In  the  final  analysis,  and  I 
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read   the  entire  Envi  r  onr>ental    Ir^pact  Report,   this  study 
lacks   a  coherent  vision  of   the  City   and  the   region  and 
fails  to  fully  address  the  negative  ir.pacts  of  this 
Plan  and  refuses  to  seriously  consider  any  real 
alternatives  to  this  Flan.  Q    S  Z.I 

The  only  study  that  I  have  read  on  financial 
implications  of  large-scale  downtown  San  Francisco 
development  that  seecs  to  be  both  accurate  and 
reasonable  is  the  Sedway-Cooke  study  done  for  the  San 
Francisco  Planning  Commission  in  1979.     This  study 
concluded  that  the  initial  cost  to  San  Francisco 
taxpayers   is  25  percent  greater   than  revenues  generated 
froni  new  downtown  San  Francisco  development.     This  is 
basically  a  subsidy  of  large-scale  developers  that  is 
paid  for  by  the  residents  and  taxpayers  of  San 
Francisco.     This  was  not  addressed  adequately   in  this 
study.  Z.3 

I  believe   t'naz   the   sr.allesu   regulatory  limit 
discussed  in  the  Environmental   Impact  Report,  which  was 
.5  m.illion  square   feet  per   year,    is   too  great,   and  I 
would  like   to   see  an  analysis  of   something  more  on  the 
order   of    .3   million  square   feet  per   year  incorporated 
into  this.     This  would  be  important,   because  I  believe 
that   that  am.ount   of   growth  would  have  absolutely  no 
unavoidable  significant  environmental   impacts.  p,i 
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Basically  this  Plan  has  failed  to  analyze 

thoroughly  the  traffic,   the  parking,   and  the  housing 

impacts  that  will  be  generated  by  this  proposal  if  it 

was  accepted  by  this  Commission.     The  only  way  that  we 

feel  that  this  project  —  if  accepted  by  this 

Commission  —  could  be  mitigated  would  be  limiting  the 

growth.     And  we  feel  that  the  other  possibilities  would 

be  guaranteeing  jobs  to  San  Francisco  residents.  This 

would  at  least  limit  some  of  the  congestion  that  we 

B.4.1  D.3  D.3.2.3 

foresee  on  the  bridges  and  highways  projected.  E.3  E.4  P.I 

0.4 

The  analysis  of  this  Plan  in  no  way  looked  at 

the  regional  impacts.     As  was  mentioned  earlier  to  you, 

there  is  a  massive  development  proposed  for  Berkeley's 

waterfront  area  which  is  not  included  at  all   in  this. 

This  will  have  no  public  transportation  access  and  is 

approximately  two  miles  from  the  Bay  Bridge  access 

points.     I  don't  think  it's  reasonable  for  an 

Environmental  Impact  Report  to  simply  study  this  narrow 

region.     You  have  immense  growth  all  along  the  BART 

facilities,  and  we  feel  that  this  EIR  is  certainly  not 

legally  certifiable  at  this  time  and  would  probably 

B.2    D.3.2  E.2.3 

have  to  increase  mitigations  dramatically .E.3.1  E.6  N.3 

In  addition  to  guaranteeing  jobs  to  San 
Francisco  residents,  we  feel  that  the  amount  of  jobs 
created  in  a  project  like  this  would  put  a  burden  on 
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the  East  Bay,   in  particular,   and  all  adjoining   areas  to 

San  Francisco  in  terms  of  housing.     We  have  a  housing 

crisis,   for  example,   in  Berkeley  at  this  time,   and  this 

will  only  heighten  it.     And  we  are  wondering:     Where  is 

the  mitigation  in  this  Plan,   not  only  for  San  Francisco 

housing,  which  will  drive  up  much  higher  prices  for 

those  who  rent,  but  also  in  the  region  as  a  whole?  We 

cannot  allow  San  Francisco  to  continue  to  develop  in 

this  mega  way  without  at  least  mitigating  those 

D.2    D.2.3  D.3.2.2 
avoidable  problems  that  arise  af  terwar ds  .  d.3.2.3  D.3.2 

It  seems  to  many  of  us  that  this  Plan,  those 
that  support  this  kind  of  plan,   are  a  very  small 
minority.     It  seems  to  be  those  of  the  largest 
corporate  developers  and  groups  such  as  Santa  Fe , 
groups  such  as  Southern  Pacific  who  will  benefit  by 
this  by  greatly  increasing  the  values  of  the  land  for 
this  small  handful  of  corporate  entities  and  those  who 
do  their  apologizing  for   them.  /^^  ^.t 

We  feel  basically  that  the  people  who  live  in 
San  Francisco  and  the  people  who  live  adjoining  to  San 
Francisco  will  suffer  dramatically  in  terms  of 
lessening  of  the  quality  of  their  life  which  will  be 
able  to  be  seen  in  the  congestion  that  will  follow. 
And  we  don't  think  it  is  a  fair   or   reasonable  thing  for 
this  Commission  to  consider  making   a  few,   a  handful  of 
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vested  interests  extremely  wealthy  at  the  expense  of 

not  only  those  who  put  you  in  this  position,  but  those 

of  us  who  cannot  either  put  you  in  or  take  you  out  of 

your  position.  Z.1 

We  feel  that  the  threat  of  this  kind  of 

development  is  so  great  that  we  will  be  monitoring  it 

very  closely.     And  if  all  of  the  housing  impacts,  the 

transit  impacts  that  can  be  foreseen  in  this  project 

are  not  totally  mitigated,  we  will  consider  this  to  be 

D.3  D.5  E.2 

an  uncertif iable  EIR,  and  we  will  challenge  it.  E.6  E.7 
Thank  you  very  much. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Joel  Vantresca,  and 
then  Michael  Harney. 

MR.  VANTRESCA:     Commissioners,  good  afternoon. 
My  name  Joel  Vantresca,  and  I  am  a  former  president  of 
a  neighborhood  association.     And  I  am  a  13-year 
resident  of  the  Haight-Ashbury .     So  a  number  of  the 
trends  that  I  am  going  to  talk  about  this  afternoon,  I 
have  seen  firsthand.  Z.1 

The  City's  urban  programs  and  development 
policies  have  been  assalting  low-income  and  moderate- 
income  neighborhoods  for  20  years  in  working  with  the 
pro-growth  business  interests  of  the  City  to  displace 
and  gentrify  a  large  part  of  the  City's  population. 
This  trend  is  not  in  this  report.     Most  of  the  data  is 
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1981,   1982,   1983.     This   report  draws  a  line   in  the  sand 

and  goes  forward.      It  ignores  what  has  happened  over 

the  last  20  years.  B.4.2  D.I 

Hopefully,   this  Environmental   Impact  Report 
can  identify  the  demographic  changes  for    '60,    '70  and 
•80  and  project   '90  and  the  year  2000.     This  report 
doesn't  do  that.  D.I 

As  part  of  this  urban  renewal  process,  two 
neighborhoods  were  literally  demolished  and  looked  like 
bombed-out  blocks   in  the  cities   in  Europe  after  World 
War   II,     The  City's  policies  and  programs  have  hastened 
market  forces  that  have  encouraged  displacement  and 
gentrif ication,     San  Francisco  has  experienced  an 
unprecedented  boom  in  downtown  office  building 
construction  and  expansion  of  hospitals  and  other 
service  institutions.     For   example,   the  acreage 
occupied  by  hospitals  quadrupled  from  46  to  166  acres 
in  a  six-year   period.      In  terms  of   downtown,  between 
1965  and  1983,   office  building  construction  grew  36 
million  square  feet  --  that   is  70  high-rise  buildings. 
By  the  end  of   the  century,   another  24  million  square 
feet  can  be  added  under   this  Plan.  B.1.1  B.4.2  Z.I 

And  this  Plan  promises  that  the  growth  pattern 
that  has  existed  since  1965  can  continue  to  go  forward. 
There  are  a  number  of  trends  that  are  occurring  in  the 
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City  which  are  not  dealt  with  in  this  report,  and 
hopefully  when  it's  modified  it  can  be  included. 
Gentr if ication ,   touristif ication,  condof ication  — 
that's  a  trend  I  can't  even  pronounce,  but  I  think  we 
all  understand  what  it  means  —  residential  units  being 
converted  to  commercial  uses;  a  competitive  housing 
market  becoming  more  and  more  competitive;  and 
displacement  of  existing  residents.     These  are  all 
trends  that  will   increase  with  this  Plan.     They  deserve 
more  attention  than  they  get  in  this  report.  And 
hopefully  they  will.  D.I    B.4.2  D.3.1 

After   reading  the  report,   I  get  the  impression 
that  we  are  proceeding  with  a  policy  of  growth  at  any 
cost.     Developers,   investors,  builders  will  win  with 
this  Plan;   existing  residents  will  lose.     An  urban 
elite  will  be  created,   it's  hinted  at  in  this  report, 
and  is  being  created  that  will  exclude  many  of  us  in 
this  room  from  our  existing  neighborhoods  and  perhaps 
from  the  City.  A.l   B.4.2  D.3.1 

This  Plan  is  discriminatory  towards  existing 
residents.     It  factors  them  out  in  this  vision  of  the 
future  of  the  City.     A  way  to  describe  this  is:  The 
City  is  like  a  calm  pool  of  water.     The  rock  of 
downtown  development  has  been  thrown  into  the  pool, 
creating  multiple  ripples  throughout  the  City's 
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neighborhoods.     Just  a  few  examples,  which  just  is  the 

surface  of  these  trends  that  I  am  trying  to  describe. 

In  the  South  of  Market,  3800  individuals,   250  families, 

almost  600  small  businesses  were  displaced  by  the  Yerba 

Buena  Project.     In  the  Tenderloin,   four  hotel  towers 

are  being  constructed  or  will  be  constructed  which  will 

adversely  affect  that  neighborhood.     In  the  Western 

Addition,   3200  families  and  almost  4,000  single 

individuals  were  displaced  by  redevelopment  and 

planning  policies  there.     In  Chinatown  recently,  418 

residential  hotel  rooms  have  been  lost  since  1980, 

which  is  a  hardship  on  low-  and  moderate-income  seniors 

in  that  community.     In  the  Haight-Ashbury ,  where  I'm 

from,  gentr if ication  is  occurring  at  a  rate  that  is 

just  becoming  known  when  you  compare   '70  versus  '80 

census  data.     For  example,   from  1970  to  1980,  blacks 

were  reduced  in  the  Haight  from  33  percent  of  the  total 

population  to  18  percent  of  the  population,   which  is  a 

B.4.1  B.4.2 

reduction  of  3200  blacks  from  our   neighbo  rhood .  D.I  D.3.1 

Z.I 

There  have  been  other   ripple  effects 
throughout  the  City  because  of  downtown  development, 
which  is  not  in  this  report,   and  it  should  be  if  it's 
to  be  an  accurate  reflection  of  what's  occurred.  B   D  E  F 

The  Port  has  been  undermined  by  building 
high-rises  up  to  the  waterfront  itself,  which  has  cut 
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off  rail  and  truck  transportation  systems  needed  to 
move  cargo  in  and  out  of  the  area.     Thousands  of  blue 
collar  jobs  have  been  destroyed  as  a  result.        B.4.1  E.3.2 

Ethnic  minorities  have  been  affected,  as  I 
mentioned  before.     Of  all  the  major  cities  in  the 
United  States,   San  Francisco  is  the  only  one  with  the 
absolute  number  of  blacks  being  decreased  between  1970 
and  1980.     That  is  a  decrease  of  ten  percent.  Families 
have  left  the  City.     The  population  of  children  in  San 
Francisco,  when  you  compare   '70  versus   '80  census  data, 
reflects  that  there  has  been  a  30-percent  reduction  in 

B.4 

the  number   of  children  16  years  and  under   in  the  City.  D.I 

D.3.1 

Housing  has  also  been  affected.     According  to 
some  studies,   the  housing  costs  in  the  City  are  the 
highest  in  the  nation.     In  terms  of  displacement,  the 
degree  of  displacement  needs  to  be  explained  in  this 
report.     I  spent  several  hours  going  through  this 
report,  and  I  could  only  find  one  reference  that  tried 
to  describe  what  might  happen  in  the  future  of  the  City 
in  terms  of  demographics.     Section  IV.D.79,  and  I 
quote  —  this  is  in  the  report:     "...   there  could  be 
effects  on  the  mix  of  types  of  residents  in  San 
Francisco,"  quote-unquote.     That  is  the  extent  of  an 
explanation  as  to  what  the  demographic  changes  will  be 
in   '90  and  the  year  2000  as  a  result  of  this  report. 
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So,   this  Plan  ignores  the  resulting  displacement  of 
existing  low-  and  middle-income  families  in  San 
Francisco.  B.4.2    D.I    D.2.2  D.3.1 

Again,   the  question  that  needs  to  be  addressed 
in  this  report  is:     What  will  be  the  demographic 
characteristics  of  the  future  residents  of  the  City  and 
its  neighborhoods?     We  know  what  has  occurred  in  '60, 
•70  and   '80.     This  report  needs  to  tell  us  what  will 
occur  in   '90  and  the  year  2000.     We  are  in  the  midst  of 
great  change  in  the  demographics  of  the  City.  One- 
quarter  of  the  City's  residents  in  1975  no  longer  lived 
in  San  Francisco  five  years  later,   in  1980.     In  other 
words,  put  the  other  way,  one  quarter  of  the  City's 
residents  in  1980  did  not  live  here  in  1975. 

Moving  to  alternatives  that  I  think  need  to  be 
explored  in  this  study,   there  are  two  alternatives  that 
I  think  need  to  be  looked  at.     One  is  the  no  growth 
alternatives.     It's  not  in  this  report.     All  the 
alternatives  that  are  examined  here  basically  show 
similar   rates  of  growth.     If  the  City  were  to  toy  with 
the  idea  of  a  no-growth  policy  for  downtown  development 
so  we  could  take  a  breather  and  absorb  the  negative 
impacts  that  have  resulted  from  downtown  development 
over  the  last  20  years  —  it  needs  to  look  at  that. 
This  report  does  not  do  that.  q  ^ 
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Another  alternative  is  a  real  slow  growth 
alternative  below  the  scenarios  presented  as 
alternatives  in  this  report,  a  slow  growth  alternative 
that  would  restrict  height,  bulk,  density,  and  location 
of  high-rise  buildings  in  San  Francisco.  Q.2 

In  conclusion,   if  the  medicine  is  more 
downtown  growth,  as  offered  by  this  Plan,   the  patient, 
I  believe,  will  become  sicker.     We  have  to  come  to 
terms  with  the  idea  that  if  the  medicine  isn't  working, 
we  should  stop  taking  it.  Q.I  Q.2  Z.I 

Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Michael*  Harney,  and 
then  Bruce  Marshall, 

MR.   HARNEY:     My  name  is  Michael  Harney,  and 
I'm  a  member  of  the  Steering  Committee  of  the 
Affordable  Housing  Alliance  and  of  the  San  Francisco 
Tenants  and  Housing  Council.  Z.1 

Both  of  these  organizations  are  extremely 
concerned  about  the  relationship  between  downtown 
growth  and  San  Francisco's  continuing  and  incredible 
housing  crisis.     My  personal  examination  of  the  Draft 
EIR  on  the  Downtown  Plan  reveals  an  analysis, 
prescription  which  seems  totally  inadequate  to  this 
incredible  and  continuing  crisis.  B.4.2  D.3.1 

Some  of  the  problems  have  already  been  touched 
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on  by  other  speakers.     One  thing  that  needs  to  be  noted 
is  the  vacuum  that  these  EIR's  seem  to  be  created  in. 
I  remind  the  Commission  that  San  Francisco  is  required 
by  state  law  to  completely  revise  the  Housing  Element 
of  the  Master  Plan,     Now,   the  Downtown  Plan  will  become 
another  element  of  the  same  Master  Plan  of  the  City  and 
County.     And  the  revision  of  the  Housing  Element  will 
require  revision  of  the  EIR  for  the  Housing  Element. 
Many  of  the  same  problems,   details,  and  data  which  are 
required  for  the  Downtown  EIR  housing  discussion  will 
be  required  for  the  Housing  Element.     These  two  things 
need  to  be  coordinated.     They  don't  necessarily  need  to 
be  duplicated.  A. 2 

Presently  it  seems  that  the  Downtown  EIR  is 
not  dealing  with  all  of  the  questions  that  need  to  be 
dealt  with  and  need  to  be  coordinated  with  the  Housing 
Element,  which  I  think  has  to  be  completely  revised  by 
July  of  this  year.  A.2 

More  specifically,   the  discussion  in  the  EIR 
on  housing  problems  has,   in  many  instances,   tended  to 
either  be  obscure  or  tautological  or  circular.     One  of 
the  key  things  is:     What  is  going  to  be  the  impact  of 
downtown  growth  on  the  percentage  income  that  residents 
will  have  to  pay  for  housing  in  the  future?  The 
analysis  seems  to  indicate  that  it  will  go  up.  But 
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it's  completely  unable  to  quantify  exactly  how  much  is 
going  to  be  paid  for  housing   in  the  future.  D.3.1  D.4 

Typical  of  the  discussion  is  found  in  Section 
IV.D.21  to  22  in  the  discussion  of  costs  of  housing  and 
impact  on  the  residents  the  City.     And  the  Plan  says, 
quote,    "Housing  now  costs  more  than  it  did  relative  to 
other  household  expenditures  and  income.     Therefore,  a 
given  amount  of  financial  resources  purchased  less 
housing  than  had  been  the  case  before,  and,  as  a 
result,  households  are  going  to  be  paying  a  larger 
percentage  of  their  income  on  housing,"  end  of  the 
quote.  2.1  D.4 

This  reminds  me  of  the  discussion  of  Calvin 
Coolidge  on  the  problem  of  unemployment  when  he  said, 
"When  many  men  are  out  of  work,  there  is  widespread 
unemployment."     The  housing  EIR  is  saying,  "When 
housing  costs  go  up,   it  costs  more  to  live  in  housing 
in  San  Francisco."     This  is  unassailable  but  ultimately 
trivial.     The  question  is:     How  much  is  it  going  to  go 
up, and  what  are  you  doing  to  do  to  prevent  people  from 
being  displaced?  D.3.1    D.4    D.5  D.5.4 

And  the  continuing  displacement,   as  the 
previous  speaker  said,  has  the  effect  of  dramatically 
changing  the  racial  and  ethnic  balance  of  San 
Francisco.     The  displacement  which  is  going  to  occur 
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and  which   the  discussion  mentions   in  South  of  Market, 

Chinatown  —  the  discussion  doesn't  really  quantify, 

doesn't  really  suggest  any  way  to  mitigate,  doesn't 

adequately  explain  the  dynamics  of  what's  going  to 

happen  when  you  do  the  kinds  of  development  called  for 

on  the  Van  Ness  Corridor,  on  Rincon  Hill,   in  the  South 

of  Market.  B.4.2  D.I    D.3.1  D.5 

The  ripple  effects  of  building  thousands  of 

units  of  market  rate  and  near  market  rate  housing  on 

those  surrounding  neighborhoods  and  displacing 

people  —  how  many  people  are  going  to  be  displaced? 

How  many  residential  hotels  are  going  to  be  torn  down? 

B.4.2 

The  discussion  of  income  going  to  housing  and 
what  happens  when  people  move  has  an  air  of  complete 
unreality  to  anyone  familiar  with  the  rental  housing 
situation  in  San  Francisco.     Key  to  that  is,  of  course, 
the  rent  ordinance.     Key  to  the  rent  ordinance  is  the 
fact  that  we  have  what  is  known  as  vacancy  decontrol, 
which  means  that  when  people  move,   the  rents  can  be 
increased  any  amount,   rather   than  the  four  percent, 
which  is  the  formula  that  the  rent  control  ordinance 


uses . 

The  effect  of  vacancy  control  on  people  who 
are  going  to  be  displaced,  the  effect  of  the  vacancy 
decontrol  provision  in  the  rent  ordinance,  together 


B.4.2 
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with  all   the  ripple  effects  which  will  be  caused  by 
this  downtown  development  —  what  are  these  effects,  I 
ask.     Can  they  be  quantified?     Can  the  alternative  of 
imposing  vacancy  controls,  which  the  Mayor 
unfortunately  vetoed,   can  that  alternative  be 
conceivably  one  of  the  mitigating  facts,  mitigating 
measures  which  will  have  some  effect?  B.4.2  D.3.1 

There  is  no  discussion  that  I  can  see  of  that 
key  fact.     And  the  whole  impact  of  the  Residential 
Hotel  Conversion  Ordinance,  which  is  a  companion 
ordinance  to  the  rent  control  ordinance  which,  to  most 
observers,  has  failed.     One  alternative  would  be  to 
beef  that  up  if  indeed,  as  the  Plan  points  out,  there 
is  going  to  be  tremendous  pressure.     That  alternative 
is  not  considered.  B.4.2 

The  whole  regional   impact,  which  was  touched 
on  by  previous  speakers.     San  Francisco  is  merely  a 
part  of  a  regional  housing  market  which  extends  over 
portions  of  nine  counties.     The  building  of  housing  in 
other  areas,   the  building  of  houses  in  San  Francisco 
does  not  happen  alone  and  in  a  vacuum,   and  they're  not 
unrelated.  D.3.2.1  N.3 

But  aside  from  a  couple  of  paragraphs,   I  see 
virtually  nothing  in  this  EIR  which  deals  with  that 
regional   impact,  which  is  essential  to  the  Residential 
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Element  of  the  Master  Plan  and  to  any  reasonable  and 
intelligent  discussion  of  what  the  impact  of  this 
downtown  is  going  to  be  on  housing  costs,   on  commuting 
patterns  between  home  and  work  throughout  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Region.     The  effect  is  going  to  be 
extremely  dramatic.     But  what  it  is,   we  don't  know. 
And  perhaps  we  should  know.     And  if  the  City  wants  to 
have  a  certifiable  EIR,   I  would  suggest  they  put  that 
in.  A.2    D.3.2    D.4   E.I. 4.2    E.I. 5  E.2  E.3.1 

Many  other  difficulties  with  this.     And  I  feel 
that  it  would  best  to  close  now  with  a  plea  that  more 
needs  to  be  done.  Z.1 

Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Bruce  Marshall,  and 
Michael  Levin. 

MR.  MARSHALL:     Commissioners,  my  name  is  Bruce 
Marshall,  and  I'm  testifying  on  behalf  of  the  Muni 
Coalition.  Z.1 

For  several  years  we  have  talked  about, 

written  about,   testified  about  the  need  for  there  to  be 

a  rational  plan  for  growth  in  the  City  as  it  affects 

Muni,  that  you  can't  keep  putting  one  high-rise  after 

another  without  having  Muni   improved  and  having  a 

financial  system  set  up  to  pay  for  it.  Unfortunately, 

in  the  EIR,   these  problems  are  going  to  continue.     E.2. 2 

E.2.7 
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There  are  three  major  areas  that  we  think  are 

problems.     No.   1,   the  EIR  doesn't  deal  with  the 

financial  impact  on  Muni  of  continued  high-rise  growth; 

doesn't  deal  the  area  of  mitigation  sufficiently.  And, 

in  addition  to  that,   the  statistical  analysis  used  as 

regards  passenger  loads,   future  capacity,  present        £2  2 

E.6 

capacity,  is  not  very  accurate.  E.6. 2 

I  am  not  going  to  go  into  that  here,  but  one 
thing  I  noticed  right  away  was  the  load  factor  on  light 
rail  vehicles,  the  streetcars,  was  listed  as  2.0,  two 
standees  for  every  seat.     First  of  all,   this  was  1.5 
the  last  time  I  looked  in  the  EIR,  and  I  don't  know 
what  it's  gone  up  to.     But  two  standees  for  every  seat 
is  136  people,  which  is  crush  load  conditions.     And  I 
don't  think  that  is  acceptable  load  factors.  E.2.2.1 

The  big  problem  with  the  EIR  as  we  see  it  is 
that  the  issue  of  mitigation  is  not  dealt  with  in 
either  a  realistic  or  comprehensive  manner.     One  area 
of  mitigation  mentioned  is  having  a  Transit  Impact 
Development  Fee.     At  this  very  moment,   two  floors  up, 
that  is  in  litigation.     But  even  so,   the  EIR  doesn't 
mention  the  fact  that,  as  administered  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,   it  only  accounts  for  approximately  55 
percent  of  the  costs  generated  by  the  development.  So 
that  even  if  that  does  become  law,   it  will  not  even 
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come  close  to  paying  for  the  future  impacts.  E.2.7.2 

I  cannot  find  any  mention  of,   as  an 
alternative  mitigation,  a  Transit  Assessment  District, 
which  we've  talked  about  many  times  and  which  has  been 
before  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  talked  about  in  the 
Mayor's  Office.     If  development  is  going  to  continue  to 
advance  into  the  South  of  Market  area,   this  becomes 
even  more  important,  so  that  there  is  in  place  a 
funding  mechanism  from  Muni  so  that  every  year  you  know 
you  are  going  to  have  the  money  to  pay  for  the  service 
needed,  and  thus  you  can  go  ahead  and  have  development 
if  you  wish.  E.2.7.3 

The  other  area  of  mitigation  that  is  mentioned 
is  having  transit-only  malls,   transit-only  streets. 
That  is  great.     It  talks  about  the  Market  Street 
closing.     But  it  doesn't  mention  the  fact  that  this 
once  before  was  proposed.     It  got  as  far  as  the  Mayor's 
Office,  and  she  vetoed  it.     There  is  no  mention  of 
that.  E.6.2.4  E.6.3 

There  is  no  mention  of  the  fact  that  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  fights  tooth  and  nail  every  attempt  to 
install  transit-only  lanes.     But  I  couldn't  find  that 
in  the  EIR.     That  is  something  I  feel  should  be 
considered.     What  is  the  probability  of  mitigation 
measures?     But  probability  factors  are  not  dealt  with 
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in  the  EIR.  E.6.2.4 

Now,  even  if  all   the  capital  improvements 
mentioned  can  happen,   is  it  fair  that  the  Federal 
government,   that  taxpayers  in  New  Hampshire  or 
Massachusetts,  should  they  have  to  pay  for  the 
development  that  goes  on  in  San  Francisco?  That's 
really  what  you're  asking.     And  it's  a  question  that's 
never  dealt  with.  E.2.7.4 

We  have  the  BART  sales  tax,  which  is  really  a 
subsidy  for  BART,  and  thus  a  subsidy  for  downtown 
development,  which  is  not  a  fair  tax;   it's  a  regressive 
tax.     But  the  value  system  of  this  is  never  mentioned, 
is  never  talked  about.     And  we  wonder  if   it's  fair.  We 
don't  think  it  is  fair.     We  think  that  those  who 
benefit  from  downtown  development  and  those  who  cause 
the  problems  that  go  with  it  should  be  required  to  pay 
their  fair  share.  E.2.7.4 

But  let's  say  all   this  happens;   let's  say  we 
have  all  these  unrealistic  capital   improvements.  There 
is  no  mention  of  the  operating  costs  of  the  system  once 
you  have  it.     This  has  been  a  problem  for  several  years 
with  Muni.     There  hasn't  been  the  funds  there,  no 
matter  what  Mayor  Feinstein  says.     She  and  the  Board 
have  not  given  the  funds  to  Muni  so  that  it  can  operate 
efficiently.  E.2.1.3    E.2.7.1     E.2.7.4  E.6.2.1 
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E.2.7 
E.6.2.1 


So  what  will  happen?     What  will   happen   if  all 
this  development  goes  forward?     Well,   the  first  thing 
is  that  fares  will  have  to  go  up  to  pay  for   it.     And  if 
the  State  fare  box  requirement  continues,    it's  going  to 
go  up  even  more  than  without  it.     They'll  just 
skyrocket . 

Then  you'll  have  ridership  going  down,  of 
course,  and  then  service  will  be  cut.     This  is  a 
vicious  cycle  that  we  have  seen  in  other  places  --  we 
have  seen  it  in  a  New  York  City,  where  the  system  is 
now  in  shambles.     And  we're  seeing  it  in  this  city; 
it's  already  happening.  E.2.7    E.6.2.1      P.2.1.  Z.I 

Maintenance  will  be  deferred,   weekend  service 
will  be  reduced,   nighttime  service  will  be  reduced. 
All  the  resources  of  Muni  are  going  to  be  poured  into 
providing  p.m.,   a.m.   rush  hour  service.     And,  as  I 
said,   all  this  is  happening  right  now.  Transit 
vehicles  will  be  stuck  in  traffic.     They  won't  be  able 

to  move.     Montgomery  Street  is  going  to  be  unpassable, 

E.2  E.2.2.3 

This  translates  into  even  more  operating 

costs,  and  I  didn't  see  any  mention  of  that.     I  didn't 
see  an  analysis  of  that  in  the  EIR.     We  think  there 
should  be  an  analysis  of  how  the  slowdown  in  service, 
which  will  come  about  and  which  is  acknowledged  in  the 
EIR,   how  that  translates  into  increased  operating  costs 
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for  the  system. 

Just  to  close,  we  don't  feel   that  this  Plan 
and  this  EIR  is  in  any  way  a  comprehensive  planning 
document.     It's  not  planning.     It's  an  urban  design 
plan.     It's  giving  pretty  high-rises  to  look  at,  nice 
sculptured  tops,   setbacks  and  all  this.     But  it's  not 
planning,  and  it's  about  time  that  we  started  getting 
it  in  this  city.  ^''^ 

MR.   LEVIN:     Mr.  President  and  Commissioners, 
my  name  is  Michael  Levin.     I  am  a  lifelong  resident  of 
this  city,  and  I  am  here  representing  only  myself, 
though.  ^'^ 

I  appreciate  the  additional  time  for  public 
comment.     Personally,   I  haven't  even  been  able  to  find 
a  suitable  binder  for  my  copy  to  the  Draft  EIR,  but  I 
have  had  a  chance  to  peruse  it  somewhat  briefly.  And, 
similarly,  my  comments  today  will  be  very  brief.  S.I. 3 

When  I  saw  the  newspaper  headline  in  the 
Examiner  when  the  Plan  came  out  in  March,  "Hellish 
downtown  seen  by  year  2000,"  I  wasn't  very  encouraged. 
But  maybe  that  helped  to  sell   the  paper   that  day;  I 
don't  know.     I  am  particularly  concerned  about  the 
issues  of  architectural  and  historic  resources  and 
urban  design.     And  I   see  there  are  at  least  a  couple  of 
people  in  the  audience  today  who  are  much  better 
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equipped  to  address  those  issues  than  I  am.     I  do  want 
to  express  my  great  frustration  about  the  fact  that,  as 
stated  in  the  Draft  EIR,   some  37  highly  rated  or 
significant  structures  were  demolished  in  the  downtown 
in  the  short  period  of  less  than  four  years,  from  1979 
to  1983  .  H.1.1  Z.I 

Although  the  proposed  Downtown  Plan  itself 
appeared  very  encouraging  with  regard  to  preservation 
and  other  issues,   I  am  very  concerned  that  the  Draft 
EIR  predicts  the  demolition  or  substantial  alteration 
of  another  84  significant  and  contributory 
architectural  resources,  as  they're  called  in  the  EIR, 
during  the  next  16  years.  C  Z.I 

Is  this  really  inevitable  under  the  proposed 
Downtown  Plan,  which  is  said  to  be  the  best  of  all  the 
alternatives  discussed?     Perhaps  I  missed  something  in 
my  quick  perusal  of  the  EIR,   but  I  feel  there  should  be 
a  more  thorough  discussion  of  alternatives  to  this 
unabated  destruction  of  architectural   resources  in  this 
city.  C.I 

Now,  we  do  have  a  landmarks  policy  in  effect 
under  which  many  structures  now  have  limited 
protection.     And,   of  course,   the  Plan  proposes  to  not 
allow  the  demolition  of  any  city  landmarks.     Of  course, 
you  who  make  policy  and  the  public  at  large  all  have  a 
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much  greater  awareness  of  the  value  of  architectural 
and  historical   resources  and  urban  design,   yet  we're 


stronger  policy  of  preservation,  and  such  a  policy  is 
well  justified  by  the  recklessness  of  the  past.     I  am 
sure  most  of  us  would  agree  that  a  plan  such  as  this  is 
at  least  25  years  too  late  with  regard  to  preservation 
of  architectural  resources.     Now  is  the  time  to  really 
implement  a  strong  policy  and  not  just  go  on  with 
business  as  usual.  j^^l 
Thank  you  very  much. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     The  next  speaker  is 
Calvin  Welch,   to  be  followed  by  Susan  Parker. 

MR.  WELCH:     My  name  is  Calvin  Welch,  and  I  am 
speaking  for  the  Council  of  Community  Housing 
Organizations.     And  I  did  find  a  binder.     And  you  can 
find  it  South  of  Market,    if  you  go  quick.     Real  quick. 
The  supply  store  may  be  gone.  B.4.1  Z.I 


is  a  group  of  nonprofit  community-based  housing 
development  corporations  dedicated  to  the  production  of 
affordable  housing  in  the  City  and  County  of  San 


still  losing  these  resource  at  a  high  rate. 


H.1.1 


It  seems  to  me  that  we  need  to  have  a  much 


The  Council  of  Community  Housing  Organizations 


Francisco . 


Z.I 


As  you  are  no  doubt  aware  and  remember,  we 
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have  been  interested  and  involved  in  the  process  of  the 
Office/Housing  Production  Program.     And  I  would  like  to 
devote  the  latter  part  of  my  comments  to  the  strange 
case  of  the  disappearing  OHPP  in  this  document.  But 
before  I  do  so,   I  would  like  to  address  myself  to  the 
general  question  of  affordable  housing  and  the 
discussion  of  affordable  housing  in  this  document.  D.5.1 

Clearly,   this  Commission,   in  going  through  any 
number  of  Environmental  Impact  Reports,   is  perfectly 
familiar  with  the  facts  that  are  made  plain  in  this 
document,  a  little  less  plain  than  in  some  other 
Environmental  Impact  Reports,   that  the  workforce  of 
downtown  commercial  office  buildings  are  not  all 
$40,000  a  year  executives,  but  basically  run  the  gamut 
very  typical  of  employment,  of  the  general  employment 

D.4 

categories  that  we  find  outside  of  the  C-3  District.  2.I 

The  reason  that  I  make  that  point,  to 
emphasize  that  point  at  the  beginning  of  my  remarks,  is 
that  this  document  seems  to  note  and  then  ignore  that 
fact  in  its  discussion  of  both  housing  as  a  problem,  or 
the  existing  setting,  and  in  terms  of  the  section  that 
deals  with  housing  mitigation.  D.4 

Where  is  the  linkage  —  not   "Where  is  the 
beef?"  —  where  is  the  linkage  between  the  known  costs 
of  housing  and  the  known  income  level  of  the  workforce, 
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and  how  are  we  to  match,   if  we  are  to  mitigate  the 
housing  impacts,  drastically  laid  out  in  this  document, 
of  121,000  additional  employees  —  how  are  we  to  house 
these  people  in  the  typical  form  that  has  been 
articulated  in  this  document?  D.2.6  D 

I  refer  you  to  what  I  find  a  chilling 
paragraph  on  Page  IV.B.50  of  this  document.  In 
discussing  new  housing  in  the  C-3  District,  the 
preparers  of  this  EIR  wrote  the  following:     "The  new 
housing  units"  —  a  massive  600  that  are  proposed  for 
the  C-3  District  —  "would  vary  in  size,  averaging 
around  900  to  1,000   square  feet  per   unit.     The  new 
housing  would  be  offered  at  market  prices  except  for  a 
small  number  of  units  which  might  be  built  for  low-  and 
moderate-income  households    (such  as  those  proposed  for 
the  Rincon  Annex  site).     The  sales  prices  of  the  market 
units  would  vary  by  location  and  size  of  unit,  possibly 
averaging   $240,000  per   unit  and  ranging  from  $160,000 
to  $300,000  per  unit   (in  1982  dollars),"  end  of 
statement.     1,000  square  feet,   $240,000  per  unit. d.2.6  Z 

I  submit  to  you  that  if  present  trends 
continue,  that  is  what  will  be  offered.     I  also  submit 
to  you  that  that  is  absurd.     It  is  an  absurd  notion 
that  the  projected  workforce  of  these  buildings  —  not 
arguing  the  question  of  whether  or  not  these  buildings 
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should  occur  --  but  the  projected  workforce  of  these 
buildings  being  able  to  afford   $240,000   for   a  thousand 
square  foot  luxury  closet  is  an  absurdity.     Yet  that  is 
the  setting  that  we  go  from.     With  that  as  a  setting, 
imagine  my  chagrin  and  surprise  when  I  turn  to  the 
mitigation  section  to  find  virtually  no  discussion  — 
zero,   zip  —  of  af f ordabili ty ,   of  dealing  with  making 
housing  affordable,  not  to  even  general  San 
Franciscans,   but  to  the  proposed  workforce  of  these 
commercial  high-rise  office  buildings.  D.2.6     D.4  D. 

In  a  close  repeated  reading,  with  the  use  of 
various  aids,   mind  aids  from  aspirins  to  possibly 
illegal  substances,   I  could  not  find  a  detailed 
discussion  of  what  is  the  obvious  connection  between 
allowing  commercial  high-rise  development  to  extend 
deep  into  the  South  of  Market,  which  this  Department 
and  this  Commission  has  articulated  repeatedly  is  the 
most  effective  housing  opportunity  site  area  for 
affordable  housing;   there  was  no  discussion  of   the  loss 
of  affordable  housing  development   sites   by  steering 
commercial  high-rise  development  into  the  South  of 
Market.     Yet  this  Commission  has   received  reports  from 
its  own  staff  in  the  past  saying  that  it  is  in  the 
South  of  Market  and  eastern  portions  of  the  City  that 
most  affordable  housing  site  opportunities  exist.  No 
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discussion.  B.4.2 

There  is  no  discussion  in  this  mitigation 
section  or  in  the  setting  of  the  ripple  effect  known 
and  articulated  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  for 
YBC  and  its  various  supplements  of  high  commercial 
development  in  the  South  of  Market  neighborhoods  in 
terms  of  the  ripple  effect  on  existing  low-  and 
moderate-income  housing  units,  most  especially  those 
providing  housing  for  families  and  those  single-room 
occupancies  which  make  up  the  vast  bulk  of  the  existing 
affordable  housing  in  the  downtown  area.  No 
discussion.     No  discussion  on  what  will  happen  to  them. 
No  discussion  in  any  detail  that  they  in  fact  exist. 
Also,  both  your  existing  Housing  Element  and  the 
Downtown  Plan  itself  —  not  this  document,   but  the 
Downtown  Plan  itself  —  makes  much  note  that  the 
majority  of  the  affordable  housing  that  exists  in  the 
downtown  area  exists  in  residential  hotels.  B.4.2 

What  is  the  impact  of  directing  commercial 
high-rise  development  —  which  this  document 
demonstrates  will  probably  cause  land  prices  for 
commercial  development  to  increase  —  what  is  the 
impact  on  housing?    What  is  the  impact  on  the  loss  of 
future  available  sites?     What  is  the  impact  on  the 
displacement  of  existing  uses?     This  document  stands 
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silent.     That  is  a   tremendous  oversight  for  a  document 
that  claims  to  comprehensively  look  at  the  future  of 
downtown  San  Francisco  into  the  year  2000.  B.4 

So  here  we  have  articulated  1,000  square  foot 
housing  units  costing   $240,000  in  the  setting  —  this 
is  what  we  can  assume  will  happen.     A  massive  20-odd 
million  —  some  of  it  very  odd  —  square  feet  of 
commercial  office  development  earmarked  —  new  — 
earmarked  for  the  South  of  Market  area,   and  no 
discussion  on  existing  affordable  housing  sites  or 
existing  affordable  housing  uses.     That  mars  grievously 
the  complete  inadequacy  of   this  Environmental  Impact 
Report.  B.2.1     B.4. 2 

But  that  is  not  even  enough.     When  you  get  to 
the  tables  at  the  end,   it's  as  if  you  have  entered  the 
land  of  folks  wearing  large  hats  and  capes  with  moons 
and  stars  on  them.     In  short,  we  enter   the  blue  smoke 
and  mirror  land  of  assumptions  that  dramatically  affect 
the  outcome.     And  let  me  give  you  two  assumptions  that 
are  made  that  allow  the  statement  to  be  made  that  about 
19,000  housing  units  —  not  dealing  with  the  question 
of  how  much  they  cost  —  but  about  19,000  housing  units 
will  be  built,  with  these  two  following  assumptions: 
One  that  occurs  on  Page  V.D.ll  —  I  find  it  fascinating 
and  somehow  fitting  that  the  section  dealing  with 
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housing  mitigation  is   "V.D."     The  assumption  is  made  in 
a  footnote  that   "Housing  to  be  built  over  the  next  20 
years  will  exceed  the  amount  of  housing  build  in  San 
Francisco  in  the  last  20  years."     It's  just  a  bald 
assumption.     There  is  no  support  for  that  assumption, 
but  that  is  an  assumption  made  in  that  methodological 
section.  D.2.2  D.2.6 

An  even  more  staggering  assumption  that  is 
also  made  in  the  same  section  is:     The  preparers  of 
this  report  blithely  assume  that  the  household  size  of 
the  workforce  in  the  C-3  office  building  will  increase. 
They  articulate  that,   for   the  rest  of  San  Francisco, 
the  household  size  will  continue  to  decline.  But 
magically  in  the  C-3  District,   the  household  size  will 
dramatically  increase,   thus  understating,   in  my 
opinion,   the  demand  for  housing  of  the  workforce.  They 
just  blithely  assume  that  the  household  size  of 
commercial  high-rise  office  building  workers  will 
increase.     And  when  you  ask:     Why  will  it  increase,  you 
get,   I  think,  at  the  heart  of  the  assumptions  of  this 
study.     It  will  increase  because  it  will  cost  too  much 
to  live  otherwise.  D.2.4 

Those  two  assumptions  alone,   that  somehow 
dramatically  the  amount  of  housing  built  in  the 
previous  20  years  is  going  to  be  outstripped  by  the 
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housing  built  in  the  next  20  years  and  that  the 
household  size,  the  average  household  size  for   the  C-3 
office  worker,  will  increase  while  the  rest  of  the 
household  size  in  San  Francisco  will  decline,  those 
assumptions,   I  submit  to  you,   are  made  to  make  numbers 
work,  not  reflect  reality.     Therefore,   the  great 
inadequacy  of  this  document  is  in  addressing  itself  to 
the  single  most  critical  question  in  this  town  at  this 
time,  which  is  the  provision  of  affordable  housing  for 
residents  in  San  Francisco.  D.2.2     D.2.4  D.4 

Great  stock  and  much  ink  is  spilled  over  one 
of  the  most  obtuse  and  odd  discussions  of  the 
Office/Housing  Production  Program  that  has  ever  been  my 
experience  to  read.     First  we  are  told  that  the 
Office/Housing  Production  Program  is  not  assumed  to 
exist  for  the  use  of  this  survey,   for   the  use  of  this 
EIR.     Since  it  is  not  part  of  the  Downtown  Plan,  we  are 
not  looking  at  the  Office/Housing  Production  Program.  D.5.1 

We  then  see,   in  various  addendums  and  various 
mitigation  sections,    "Well,   let's  assume  that  the  OHPP 
exists."     The  only  way  to  summarize  this  rather  odd 
discussion  that  housing  even  begins  to  approach  the 
demand  articulated  in  this  document  is  with  an  OHPP. 
Yet  nowhere  in  this  document  is  the  OHPP  in  fact 
discussed  in  terms  of  what  its  provisions  are,  how  will 
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it  be  applied,   or  the  fact  that  currently  the  OHPP  is 
before  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  a  dramatically 
different  form  than  the  current  existing  OHPP.  So, 
quite  frankly,   I  mean,   it's  "now  you  see  it,  now  you 
don't."     The  only  way  that  the  numbers  even  appear  to 
work  is  with  an  assumption  of  an  OHPP,  yet  this  OHPP  is 
not  part  of  this  document,   but  it  appears  time  and  time 
again  as  part  of  the  document  —  very  confusing.  D.5.1 

To  make  a  conclusion  of  my  remarks,   I  would 
like  to  say  that  we  are  living  in  the  real  world.  We 
are  attempting  to  deal  with  very  real  problems.  This 
document  posits  the  existence  of  a  never-never  land  and 
then  proceeds  to  demonstrate  the  never-never  land  might 
in  fact  exist  in  the  here  and  now  —  then  sometime  — 
only  with  the  aid  of  some  very  questionable 
assumptions.  S.2  Z,1 

In  legal  terms,   this  is  an  insufficient 
document,   just  in  terms  of  discussing  housing.  It 
doesn't  deal  with  the  impact  of  20  million  gross  square 
feet  of  commercial  high-rise  office  building  into  the 
poorest  neighborhoods  of  San  Francisco.     It  doesn't 
deal  with  the  loss  and  impact  on  existing  low-  and 
moderate-  income  housing.     And  it  sets  out  no  way  in 
which  the  housing  demand  created  by  121,000  new  workers 
will   in  any  way  be  met.  3^4,2     d.2     D.3.1  D.4 
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And  with  that  grievous  shortcoming,   it  seems 
to  me  that  the  only  possible  solution  for  this 
Commission  is  to  send  this  document  back  to  the 
drafters  and  ask  them  to  sharpen  their  Eagle  pencils 
and  get  work  to  describe  reality  as  we  know  it.  S.2 

Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Susan  Parker,   and  then 
Clifford  Fred. 

MS.   PARKER:     My  name  is  Susan  Parker,  5636 
College  Avenue  in  Oakland.     I  own  a  small  business  in 
Oakland,   and  I'm  Vice  President  of  the  College  Avenue 
Merchants  Association.  2.1 

Speaking  as  a  concerned  Bay  Area  resident, 

there  are  a  few  points  I'd  like  to  make  about  this 

Draft  Environmental   Impact  Report.     It  seems  to  me  that 

all  the  uncontrolled  growth  you  have  had  in  downtown 

San  Francisco  over  the  past  ten  years  has  pretty  much 

trashed  San  Francisco.     It  used  to  be  a  nice  place  to 

live.     But  now  traffic  conditions  are  miserable,  you 

can't  park  anywere,  and  rents  are  out  of  this  world, 

both  for   residents  and  small  businesses.     And  now  the 

further  growth  which  your  Downtown  Plan  would  encourage 

B.2.2      B.4.1     D.3.3  O 
is  threatening  to  trash  Oakland  too.   E.3.1    E.3.2    E.4.2  Z.I 

Let  me  bring  up  just  four  areas,   areas  which 

this  EIR  doesn't  address.     First,   there  is  the  issue  of 
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BART  usage.     Throughout  the  Bay  Area,  we  all  pay  taxes 
to  support  BART.     Your  EIR  shows  that  BART  will 
presumably  increase  its  capacity  by  about  90  percent 
between  1981  and  the  year  2000.     But  it  also  shows  that 
the  level  of  service  actually  gets  worse  over  that 
period,   that  every  last  bit  of  peak  period  capacity 
increase  —  capacity  that  everyone  is  paying  for,  will 
be  sucked  up  by  San  Francisco's  growth  alone.  God 
forbid  that  any  new  passengers  should  be  generated  by 
downtown  Oakland  growth  and  headed  for  Concord  or 
Hayward,  because  none  of  them  are  included  in  your 
analysis.     So,  please,   fix  up  your  analysis  and  include 
demand  created  by  other  areas  in  the  region.  E.2.3 

Further,   I  feel  that  it's  incredibly 
irresponsible  and  arrogant  for  you  to  assume  in  this 
EIR  that  all  of  that  new  capacity  belongs  to  San 
Francisco,  as  the  tables  basically  claim.     If  that  is 
so,   then  it's  also  true  that  all  of  the  costs  in 
expanding  BART's  capacity  should  be  paid  for  by  the  San 
Francisco  developers  who  are  creating  and  benefiting 
from  the  90  percent  demand  increase.     So  I'd  like  to 
see  you  pass  a  mitigation  measure,   a  development  fee  to 
reimburse  BART  for  its  expanded  costs.  E.2,7.2  E.2.7.4 

Secondly,   we  already  have  our  own  parking 
problems  in  my  area  of  Oakland.     They're  not  really  bad 
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yet,   but  we're  at  the  brink.     The  Rockridge  BART  lot  is 
filled  to  capacity  every  day.     Since  this  EIR  predicts 
a  90  percent  increase  in  BART  patronage  due  to  new  San 
Francisco  commutersr  that  will  also  probably  have  a 
pretty  big  impact  on  parking  in  my  neighborhood.  There 
will  be  a  hell  of  a  lot  more  BART  patrons  using  our 
streets  as  parking  lots.     This  has  already  happened  at 
El  Cerrito  BART  stations.     They  have  to  establish 
preferential  parking  districts.  E.I. 1.2    E.2.3  E.4.3 

The  EIR  should  look  at  this  problem  and  should 
develop  a  mechanism  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  preferential 
parking  districts,   should  they  be  established  in  my 
neighborhood  and  neighborhoods  near  another  BART 
stations.     I  don't  think  that  it's  fair  that  we  should 
have  to  suffer  from  both  more  parking  problems  and 
traffic  congestion  plus  have  to  pay  for   the  parking 
stickers  just  because  you  people  in  San  Francisco  can't 
control  your  downtown  growth.  E.I. 1.2    E.2.3  E.4.3 

Third,   I  know  other  people  have  probably 
talked  about  this  already,  but  I  want  to  bring  it  up 
again.     The  EIR  doesn't  talk  about  the  housing  problem 
which  San  Francisco  is  exporting  to  the  rest  of  the  Bay 
Area.     The  apartment  shortage  which  downtown  San 
Francisco  growth  is  causing  is  spilling  over  into 
Oakland,  driving  up  rents  in  my  area  and  forcing  out 
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residents,  especially  older  people  who  can't  afford  to 
pay.     Your  EIR  should  look  at  that  this  and  you  should 
do  something  about  it.     Don't  approve  one  more  office 
building  unless  you  also  require  that  enough  rental 
units  are  built  in  San  Francisco  to  meet  the  demand 
created  by  the  new  office  workers.     Your  Downtown  Plan 
should  have  a  requirement  of  this  naturer  a  requirement 
for  balance.  D.2    D.3.1    D.3.2     D.3.2.3     D.3.3.6    D.4  P.2 

Lastly,  Page  IV. B. 6  makes  it  very  clear  that 
rents  in  new  San  Francisco  office  buildings  are 
substantially  greater  than  those  in  older  buildings. 
Rents  in  older  buildings  are  typically  50  to  60  percent 
of  those  in  new  buildings.     That  is  very  clearly 
driving  small  businesses  out  of  your  downtown  and  into 
other  areas  of  the  region,   causing  commercial  rent 
increases  elsewhere.     Again,   take  some  responsibility 
for  your  small  businesses.     Reverse  your  Downtown  Plan 
to  discourage  demolition  of  older  buildings,  reduce 
your  allowable  density  limits.     Please  address  these 
points  in  your  EIR.  B.4.1 

My  comments  have  focused  on  Oakland  because  I 
am  familiar  with  the  problems  there.     But  I  am  sure 
that  they  apply  just  as  well  to  Berkeley,  Marin  County 
and  Daly  City.     I  really  resent  the  lack  of 
responsibility  which  San  Francisco  City  planners  have 
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shown  to  the  rest  of  the  Bay  Area  region,   and  I  don't 

want  to  see   it  continue.     Don't  dump  all  your  problems 

on  the  rest  of   us.  B.2.1     B.4.2     D.3.2  N.3 

I  hope  that  you  will  revise  this  EIR  to  show 
the  real  impacts  of  your  Downtown  Plan  on  the  rest  of 
the  Bay  Area,  and  then  I  hope  that  you'll  revise  your 
Plan  so  that  it  deals  with  the  problems  which  you  are 
creating.  B.2.1  N.3 

Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:  The  Commission  is  going 
to  have  to  take  a  very  short  recess  before  we  have  your 
testimony.  We  ran  out  of  paper  on  the  court  reporter's 
transcript.     About  a  five-minute  recess. 

[Short  recess] 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:  Ladies  and  gentlemen, 
can  we  reconvene,  please?     All  right. 

MR.   FRED:     My  name  is  Clifford  Fred,   and  I  am 
speaking  for  a  group  in  Berkeley  called  the  Milvia  King 
Alliance,   which  is  an  urban  environmental  group  that  is 
concerned  with  large-scale  development  that  is  being 
proposed  and  constructed  in  Berkeley,   San  Francisco, 
and  throughout  the  Bay  Area.  Z.I 

My  comments  on  the  downtown  San  Francisco  EIR 
will  concern  the  Downtown  Plan's  impacts  on  Berkeley, 
the  regional   impact,   and,   from  a  Berkelian  who  used  to 
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live  in  San  Francisco,  my  concerns  about  the  impact  on 
San  Francisco.  Z.I 

First,   Berkeley.     I  think  the  thing  that  comes 
to  mind  is  the  fact  that  Berkeley  has  a  camp  that  it 
operates  in  the  Sierras  called  Tuolumne  Camp  that  it's 
operated  for  generations.     And  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  is  intending  to  flood  that  camp  to  expand 
Hetch  Hetchi  Reservoir  so  that  your  City  can  have  more 
water  to  accommodate  all  this  development.     So,  just 
off  the  bat,   that  biases  me  and  us  against  continual 
massive  development  in  San  Francisco.  ® 

In  Berkeley,   in  the  last  two  years,  we  have 
had  over  one  million  square  feet  of  development 
approved  or  constructed  in  our  downtown  area.  Now, 
that  may  not  be  a  lot  compared  to  the  36-some  million 
square  feet  in  San  Francisco  in  the  last  19  or  20 
years,  but  it's  a  lot  for  Berkeley.     And  we  are  going 
to  continue  to  have  a  large  amount  of  development  — 
how  much,   I  don't  know.  B.2.1  Z.I 

Oakland  has  several  million  square  feet  of 

office  development  planned  for  its  downtown  that  is 

going  to  have  parking,   traffic,  and  gentr if ication 

effects  in  the  East  Bay.     Throughout  Alameda  and  Contra 

Costa  County,  there  is  this  unprecedented  wave  of 

massive  development,  both  commercial  and  residential. 

B.2.1  Z.I 
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All   the   impact  of  all   this  proposed  and 
happening  East  Bay  development  is  not   really  looked  at 
at  in  your  Downtown  EIR.     We  need  to  know  the  effect  on 
Berkeley  and  the  East  Bay  from  all  the  development  that 
we're  experiencing  and  are  going  to  experience  combined 
with  all  of  the  development  that  is  being  planned  here 
in  San  Francisco.  B.2.1 

Other  speakers  have  spoken  about  the  housing 
impact,   the  fact  that  San  Francisco  will  not  be 
building  housing  for  the  100,000  new  office  workers 
that  you  will  have  in  San  Francisco  by  the  year  2000. 
Well,  part  of  the  people  are  building  housing  in  the 
East  Bay,  on  the  other  side  of  the  Berkeley  Hills,  but 
in  the  process,  they  are  taking  away  what's  left  of  the 
open  space  in  the  East  Bay.  B.2.2    B.6  D.3.2.4 

Los  Potetos  is  a  new  town  proposed  near 
Livermore  that  would  house  40,000  people.     That  would 
eat  up  thousands  of  acres  of  the  remaining  open  space 
in  the  East  Bay.     Another  housing  project.  Discovery 
Bay,   2300  acres,  out  near  Byron  in  the  Delta.     There  is 
an  886-acre  new  town  called  Manzanita  that  is  planned 
for  Solano  County.     There  is  a  2300-acre  housing 
project  called  Gumbert  Ranch  that  is  planned  for  San 
Ramon.     And  there  is  the  Harbor  Bay  Isle,   a  900-acre 
housing  development  in  Alameda.  8.6  D.3.2.4 
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All  this  housing  is  being  constructed  because 
of  the  massive  increase  in  office  jobs  in  San  Francisco 
and  proposed  for  San  Francisco  as  well  as  the  new 
office  jobs  in  downtown  Oakland.     But  the  trend  is,  the 
more  development  you  have  in  San  Francisco  and  in 
Oakland,   the  more  you  see  what's  remaining  of  our 
valuable  open  space  being  eaten  up  with  huge,  sprawling 
housing  complexes.  B.6  D.3.2.4 

So  this  impact  is  not  looked  at  at  all  in  your 
EIR,  and  it  really  should  be  before  the  EIR  is 
certified.     Similarly,   there  are  many  huge  commercial 
complexes  being  proposed  and  built  in  the  East  Bay. 
The  largest  is  the  Hacienda  Business  Park,   586  acres, 
20  million  square  feet  of  development  that  will  be 

constructed  in  Pleasanton  in  the  next  15  or  20  years. 

D.3.2.1  D.3.2.4 

There  is  the  Bishop  Ranch  office  complex  near 

San  Ramon  that  was  written  about  in  the  Chronicle  a  few 
months  ago.     That  is  eight  million  square  feet  of 
development.     There  is  the  Ardenwood  Forest,  which  is 
several  hundred  acres  —  I  am  not  sure  how  many  square 
feet  of  office,   a  huge  office  complex  in  Fremont. 
Again,   all  this  commercial  development  is  going  to  have 
an  impact  on  the  tight  housing  situation  in  Berkeley 
and  in  the  East  Bay  in  combination  with  all  the 
development,   all  the  commercial  development  proposed 
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for  downtown  San  Francisco.  D.3.2.1  D.3.2.4 

On  housing,   really,   we  in  Berkeley  are  going 
to  be  getting  it  from  three  directions.     We  are  going 
to  be  having  an  increasing  crunch  on  our  already  tight 
housing  situation  in  Berkeley  from  downtown  development 
in  Berkeley;   from  the  proposed  Sante  Fe  Southern 
Pacific  Office  Development  of  four  million  square  feet 
of  development  on  our  waterfront;   from  all   the  office 
development  in  Oakland  and  on  the  other  side  of  the 
Berkeley  Hills,  plus  all   the  development  that  is 
happening  in  San  Francisco.  D.2.3    D.3.2.1  D.3.2.3 

Most  of  those  people  —  in  fact,   the  EIR 
predicts  that  most  of  those  people  would  be  living  or 
looking  for  homes  in  the  East  Bay.     Plus,   as  San 
Francisco  is  gentrified,   as  the  new,  more  up-scale 
workers  and  higher  prices  displace  the  lower-income 
people  in  San  Francisco,   these  thousands  of  people  are 
invariably  going  to  be  looking  toward  Berkeley  and 
toward  Oakland  for  their  housing.  B.4.2  D.3.2.3 

So  our  housing  impact  is  coming  in  three 
directions.  And  this  should  be  in  the  EIR.  You  see, 
your  San  Francisco  Downtown  Plan,  it's  not  just  a  San 
Francisco  Downtown  Plan,  but  because  of  the  magnitude 
of  it,  it's  really  a  regional  plan;  it's  a  bay  region 
plan  that  you're  pretending  is  only  a  San  Francisco 
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plan.     But  you've  got  to  face  the  fact  that  it  is  a 
regional  plan,   and  you  should  be  going  out  to  the  San 
Francisco  region  and  not  forcing  people  like  myself  to 
kind  of  find  out  about  this  by  chance,  but  you  should 
coming  to  Berkeley,  coming  to  Oakland,  going  to  Marin 
and  south  of  San  Francisco,  going  to  the  city  councils 
and  planning  commissions  and  making  presentations  and 
urging  them  to  have  their  own  public  hearings,  and  you 
should  be  getting  all  this  input  from  throughout  the 
Bay  Area  and  get  that  into  your  EIR  and  work  into  the 
final  EIR  if  you  want  this  to  be  a  serious  and  honest 
EIR.  N.3     S.1.1  S.1.3 

Again,   I  talked  about  open  space.     The  open 
space  is  being  eaten  up  at  a  historically  high  rate, 
something  like  40,000  acres  a  year  now  in  the  Bay  Area, 
according  to  People  For  Open  Space.     San  Francisco's 
continual  massive  development  in  its  downtown  will  only 
increase  that  rate.     That  needs  to  be  looked  at.  And, 
at  the  same  time  that  we're  losing  open  space  because 
we  are  gaining  so  many  new  office  workers  and  residents 
in  the  Bay  Area,   the  demand  for  park  land,   for  open 
space,  for  unspoiled  areas  where  people  can  go  to  get 
away  from  it  all,  can  go  and  recreate,  that  demand  is 
increasing.     But  that  is  not  in  your  EIR.     That  should 
be  in  your  EIR.     What  is  the  effect  on  the  bay  regional 
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need  for   recreational  open  space  as  resulting  from  your 
Downtown  Plan?  D.3.2.4 

A  brief  comment  about  jobs.      In  Berkeley,  one 
of  the  rationales  for  massive  development  is  that  it 
brings  needed  jobs.     I  am  sure  that  rationale  is  being 
used  in  San  Francisco  too.     But  the  majority,   the  great 
majority  of  new  office  jobs  in  Berkeley  aren't  going  to 
Berkeley  residents,   in  Oakland  aren't  going  to  Berkeley 
residents,   and,   I  understand,   in  San  Francisco  aren't 
going  to  San  Francisco  residents.     They  tend  to  be 
going  to  people  from  other  parts  of  the  country  who  are 
lured  here  by  these  new  jobs.     They  tend  to  be  getting 
the  jobs,   and  the  people  who  live  in  Berkeley,  Oakland 
and  San  Francisco  are  tending  to  be  displaced  by  these 
new  jobs  and  these  new  office  workers.  B.5.3 

If  you  want  to  take  care  of  the  people  in  San 
Francisco  that  don't  have  jobs,   then  target  new  jobs  to 
San  Francisco  residents  and  have  a  serious  plan  to  get 
jobs  that  turn  over  to  San  Francisco  residents.  In 
fact,   I  think  about  90  percent  of  all  job  opportunities 
come  from  turnover  in  existing  jobs,  not  new  jobs.  So 
if  you  want  to  take  care  of  unemployment  in  San 
Francisco,   you've  got  ten's  of  thousands  of  jobs  here 
now.     You've  got  a  huge  turnover  every  day.     Target  the 
people  who  are  unemployed,   find  out  their  needs,  find 


ADAMS 

CONVENTION  REPORTING 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


80 

out  what  they  can  do,   train  them,  and  get  them  working 

in  San  Francisco's  already  booming  economy.         B.5.1  B.5.3 

Finally.     I  used  to  live  in  San  Francisco  for 
about  a  year,  then  I  moved  to  Berkeley.     And  though  I 
don't  come  to  San  Francisco  regularly,  when  I  do  come, 
whenever   I  do,   I  just  feel  very  sad  seeing  that  the 
City  that  was  here  when  I  first  moved  to  the  Bay  Area 
ten  years  ago  is  no  longer  here,   it's  completely 
different.     The  downtown  is  completely  different.  The 
people,  the  mixed  income,   the  mixed  ethnic  and  cultural 
San  Francisco  that  I  knew  when  I  lived  in  San  Francisco 
several  years  ago  is  rapidly  disappearing.  Z.I 

Just  for  your  own  sake,  before  you  approve 
this  EIR  and  before  you  go  ahead  with  this  massive 
development  plan,   look  at  serious  alternatives,  get  a 
good  planner  to  analyze  a  no-growth  alternative  or  a 
very  modest  growth  alternative  that  targets  jobs  and 
targets  housing  availability  to  the  people  who  need 
them,  not  to  people  who  wouldn't  be  moving  here  if  it 
weren't  for  all  of  the  massive  development  that's 
happening  here.  Q.I     Q.2  Q.4 

Thank  you. 

VICE  PRESIDENT  NAKASHIMA:     Next  is  Gray 
Brechin  and  then  Dee  Dee  Hepner. 

MR.   BRECHIN:     I  am  Gray  Brechin,   and  I'm 
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speaking  as  a   citizen  of  San  Francisco.     And  I  didn't 
really  want  to  be  here  today  playing  Cassandra  again. 
But  on  Tuesday  we  had  an  event,  a  shake  in  San 
Francisco  and  throughout  the  Bay  Area  that  was  really 
just  a  warning  again  of  what  could  happen.     And  I 
thought  this  would  be  a  proper  forum  to  discuss  that 
in.  2-1 

As  I  heard  from  friends   in  the  downtown, 
people  in  high-rises  panicked.     There  was  glass  coming 
out  of  some  of  the  buildings  down  there.     And  I  hear 
that  some  people  quit  their  jobs  down  there,  which  is, 
as  far  as  I  am  concerned,   the  smartest  thing  that 
anybody  in  the  downtown  could  do.     And  a  lot  of  people 
apparently  took  up  smoking  again.  K.I  K.4 

Now,   the  Environmental   Impact  Report  does 
admit  that  the  scenario  for   a  quake  in  the  downtown  is 
going  to  be  pretty  grim.     I  think  that  it  could  be  much 
grimmer,   actually.     And  I  would  like  to  see  it  get 
grimmer  so  the  people  actually  have  a  chance  of  knowing 
what  continued  high-rise  growth  in  the  downtown  can 
actually  result  in.  K.4 

I  must  admit,   it's  extremely  honest.     I've  got 
to  give  it  credit  for  that;   it  does  admit  that  market 
forces  dictate  that  the  growth  will  continue  despite 
any  rational  concern  for  human  health  or  safety  in  the 
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downtown.     And  I  really  do  think  that  is  admirable  that 
they  actually  admitted  it.     It  says  that  in  plain 
English  for  anybody  who  has  wondered  whether  the 
economy  serves  us  or  whether  we  serve  the  economy.  I 
think  that  that  really  sort  of  puts  it  down  in  black 
and  white. 

Now,  what  could  the  seismic  considerations  be? 
Well,   they're  pretty  ghastly  as  they're  reported  there. 
But  my  chief  question  is:     "Where  is  the  fire,"  as  the 
highway  patrolman  says  as  he  pulls  you  over.     Where  is 
the  fire  going  to  be  in  the  downtown,   in  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report?     What  did  we  go  through 
1906  for?     You  don't  just  have  earthquakes,  major 
earthquakes  in  a  wooden  city  and  then  just  sort  of 
everybody  goes  back  to  their  business.     You  have  fires. 
You  can  have  fires  right  away.     Now,   this  is  a  wooden 
city,   except  that  the  downtown  is  largely  made  out  of 
plastic  and  paper,  with  a  lot  of  people  and  floppy 
disks  mixed  in  too,  and  threaded  through  all  of  this 
are  gas  mains  and  a  lot  of  automobiles.  K.2 

So  I  think  there  has  to  be  consideration  in 
the  Environmental  Impact  Report  of  the  real  danger  from 
fire,   of  the  deaths  and  injuries  that  could  result  in 
that,  because  it  could  be  considerably  worse  than  the 
picture  that  is  painted  in  the  Environmental  Impact 
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Report.     And,   as  a  matter   of   fact,   the  danger  of  fire 
is  extremely  high  now.      It's  probably  much  higher  than 
it  was  in  1906  .  K.2 

In  the  mild  quake   that  we  had  on  Tuesday,  a 
shopping  center  in  San  Jose  burned  down  from  a  broken 
gas  main.     What  if  there  had  been  one  fire  on  Sutter 
and  Montgomery  Street  and  the  streets  had  been  blocked 
with  rubble,   as  the  Downtown  EIR  says?     Except  that  the 
chances  are  that  we'll  probably  have  fires  all  over 
downtown. 

Specifically,  what  is  the  danger  of  fire  from 
automobiles,   especially  as  they  are  hit  by  material,  by 
cladding  and  windows  coming  down  off   the  buildings? 
What  is  the  danger  from  broken  gas  mains?     What  is  the 
danger  from  leaking  PCB ' s  in  the  downtown  from 
transformers?     What  is  a  realistic  appraisal  of  the 
death  and  injuries  that  could  result  in  that  event?  K.2 

And  also,  what  if  there  was  a  fire  in  one  of 
the  underground  garages  underneath  the  high-rises  in 
the  downtown        for  example,   in  Embarcadero  Center, 
where  there  are  about  three  or  four  floors  of  garages? 
Would  it  be  possible,   if  there  was  an  uncontrolled  fire 
in  that,   that  the  high-rises'   structural  integrity 
could  be  so  damaged  that  the  building  might  actually 
come  down?  K.2 
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Well,   that  is  all  pretty  grim.     But  to  go  back 
to  other  seismic  risks,  what  is  the  likelihood  that 
high-rises  such  as  Shaklee  Terrace,  which  is  flush  with 
an  adjacent  high-rise  for  20  stories,  what  is  the 
danger  that  a  building  like  that,  two  buildings  like 
that,   could  demolish  one  another  in  the  event  of 
shaking  because  of  oscillations?     We  have  seen  more 
buildings  like  that.     You  might  consider  101  Montgomery 
Street,  for  example.     We're  seeing  more  high-rises 
being  built  flush  with  one  another.  K.I 

Under  Tsunami's,   it  does  state  that  there  is  a 
possibility  that  there  could  be  a  runup  from  the 
Tsunami  from  in  San  Francisco  to  Front  or  Battery 
Street.     What  is  the  likelihood  that  water  could  invade 
the  BART  and  Muni  Metro  tubes  down  there?     Well,  there 
is  really  not  very  much  we  can  actually  do  about  that 
if  that  happens.  K.3 

But  finally,  and  of  most  concern,  under 
mitigations  we  come  to  emergency  services.     The  EIR 
paints  a  grim  picture  of  what  the  seismic  danger  would 
be.     But  as  I  understand  it,   the  emergency  services  in 
San  Francisco,  particularly  the  Fire  Department,  are 
already  inadequate  to  handle  the  crisis  that  will 
result  from  that  major  quake.     What  additional 
emergency  services  will  be  required?     Will  all  of  this 
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growth   require,   as   I  think   it  must,   massive  additions 
to  emergency  services  in  order   to  deal  with  this 
danger?     And  specifically  what  would  be  the  cost  of 
adequate  emergency  services?  K.2  K.5 

Finally,   I  would  suggest  that  the 
Commissioners  have  a  meeting  with  the  Office  of 
Disaster  Preparedness  here  in  the  City  and  particularly 
with  the  Chief  of  the  Fire  Department  to  discuss  what 
the  probable  effects  will  be  of  an  earthquake  on  the 
City  and  what  you  Commissioners  can  do  in  your  planning 
to  try  to  mitigate  the  effects  of  that  quake, 
specifically  the  effect  of  a  fire.  K.6 

Now,   I  have  been  a  frequent  critic  of  the 
Planning  Commission.     But  I  urge  you  to  do  this  in  good 
faith  because  it  seems  to  me,   especially  after  Tuesday, 
we're  all   in  this  together  when  this  thing  happens. 
And  we  can  no  longer  afford  to  see  downtown  just  as  a 
collection  of  individual  buildings,  because  they  are 
all  interconnected,  and  we  can  all  go  down  with  it.  It 
seems  to  me  that  we  are  sitting  on  a  time  bomb  down 
there,   and  this  must  be  honestly  considered  in  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report.  K.6 

Thank  you. 

VICE  PRESIDENT  NAKASHIMA:     Mr.    Breckin,  Mr. 
Salazar  has  a  question  for  you. 
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COMMISSIONER  SALAZAR:     Actually,  you  answered 
my  specific  question,   which  was:     What  would  you  do? 
And  what  you  said  is  that  we  ought  to  get  together  with 
the  Disaster  Preparedness  and  Fire  Department,  which  is 
something  I  would  like  to  ask  our  staff  to  respond 
to  —  not  now,  but  at  our  next  meeting.     What  has  been 
done  along  those  lines?  K.6 

My  gut  feeling,   though,   is  that  there  is  very 
little  we  can  do. 

MR.   BRECKIN:      It  seems  that  as  the  growth 
proceeds,  and  the  reason  that  I  bring  this  up  is  that 
it's  the  nature  of  government  for  agencies  to  not  talk 
with  one  another,  and  this  isn't  simply  a  matter  of 
building  buildings,  but  that,   in  a  way,   we  are 
increasing  the  danger  all  the  time.     We  can  lessen  the 
probable  danger.     And  it  seems  to  me  that  the  Downtown 
EIR  or  or  the  Downtown  Plan  as  it  is  now  will  radically 
increase   the  danger.     As  a  matter   of  fact,  the 
Environmental   Impact  Report  states  that.     What  can  we 
do  to  decrease  the  probablity  of  that  danger?      And  I 
think  that  you  could  probably  do  a  great  service  by 
talking  to  the  Fire  Chief  and  finding  out  just  what  you 
could  do. 

Thank  you. 

COMMISSIONER  SALAZAR:     Thank  you. 
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VICE  PRESIDENT  NAKASHIMA:      Dee  Dee  Hepner. 

MS.  YEE:     Dee  Dee  Hepner  had  to  leave,   and  I'd 
like  to  present  her  testimony  for  her.     My  name  is 
Leslie  Yee ,  and  the  last  name  is  spelled  Y-e-e.  2.1 

It  was  not  long  ago  that  more  than  950 
55-gallon  drums  with  toxic  chemicals  exploded  on  Pier 
70  —  cyanide,  arsenic,  PCB's  were  propelled  by 
prevailing  southeast  winds  drifting  into  Potrero  Hill 
and  the  South  of  Market  area.     Motorists  and  walkers 
were  told  to  go  for  cover.  L 

In  January,  1983,   a  fire  marshal  at  Warehouse 
6  discovered  200  times  the  normal  level  of  PCB's  in 
rat-infested  barrels.     There  are  over  1,000  PCB- 
contaminated  transformers  such  as  those  that  led  to  the 
fire  and  quarantine  at  One  Market  Plaza  last  May.  L 

Now  a  $75,000  Commission  study  to  determine 
the  level  of  contamination  and  location  is  in  progress 
and  should  be  finished  in  several  months.     This  data 
should  be  used  before  committing  to  any  long-term 
building  program.     There  are  over  389  underground 
tanks.     There  are  many  others  operating  without  permits 
in  this  City.     And  this  doesn't  include  gas  lines,  such 
as  the  one  that  ruptured  last  December  in  Noe  Valley,  l 

It  is  an  outrage  that  the  Downtown  EIR 
considers  the  task  of  environmental   impact  completed. 
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Is  not  the  environment  impacted  by  toxic  explosion, 
ground  water  contamination,  underground  leaking,  and 
air  pollution?    Why  isn't  that  data  collected  in  the 
EIR?  I 

Up  until   recently,   San  Francisco  has  not 
considered  itself  at  risk  from  toxic  chemicals,  but 
accidents  from  earthquakes  pale  next  to  the  exposure 
from  a  spill  or  explosion.     And  the  combined  effect  of 
an  earthquake  on  underground  tanks  or  gas  rupture  is 
terrifying.     Does  the  report  detail  what  tanks  and  gas 
lines  are  underground  in  the  proposed  area?     Does  the 
report  assess  the  quality,   lining,  permits,  and 
containment  structures   underground?     It  should.     It  is 
irresponsible  to  bring  thousands  of  new  workers  and 
visitors  to  the  area  without  knowing  this  information.  L 

What  would  have  happened  if  the  One  Market 
Plaza  incident  had  occurred  on  a  weekday?  Does  the 
Commission  think  that  these  toxic  incidents  are 

I 

isolated  incidents?     In  1982,   48  tons  of  organics 
including  benzine,  toluene,   asbestos  and  vinylchloride 
were  spewed  into  the  air.     This  far  exceeds  the  limits 
set  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District.  1.5  L 

Within  the  year,   new  compliance  guidelines 
will  be  established.     Have  they  commented  or  been 
involved  in  the  Downtown  Plan?     These  hazards  and  the  1 
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immense  cleanup  bills  and  lawsuits   recently  stimulated 
the  passage  of  the  Hazardous  Materials  Permit  and 
Disclosure  Ordinance.     This  represents  a  shift  from 
reaction  to  prevention.     All  businesses  handling 
significant  quantities  of  hazardous  materials  will  soon 
be  required  to  report  inventories  to  the  Fire 
Department. 

Finally,  we  will  have  an  industrial  profile 
enabling  planners  to  make  intelligent  decisions  about 
building  and  land  usage.     This  data,  along  with  data 
from  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District,  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  and  others,   should  be  sought 
and  additional  hearings  held  on  the  question  of 
environmental  safety.  1.5  L 

Frankly,  without  this  information,   we  are 
putting  thousands  of  people  in  needless  risk.  The 
frustrating  part  is,   we  are  talking  an  investment  of 
time  and  money  to  prevent  disasters  compared  with 
millions  of  dollars  in  cleanup,   lawsuits  and  medical 
costs.     This  expensive  bill  has  been  the  legacy  for 
several  California  cities.     This  is  a  disaster  served 
up  on  a  silver  platter.     If  we  don't  begin  to  take 
these  risks  seriously,   there  will  not  be  any 
environment  to  write  impact  reports  about.  L 

Thank  you. 
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PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Thank  you.     The  next 
speaker   is  Marilyn  Smulyen,  and  then  Norman  Rulfe. 

MS.   SMULYEN:     My  name  is  Marilyn  Smulyen,  and 
I'm  here  to  speak  for  Supervisor  Nancy  Walker.  We 
don't  have  any  testimony  prepared  today  because  we  have 
always  been  told  that  Board  members  cannot  testify  in 
front  of  the  Planning  Commission.  Z.I 

And  about  two  weeks  ago  we  asked  the  City 
Attorney  for  a  formal  ruling  as  to  whether  or  not  that 
was  the  case.     I  was  just  informed  about  an  hour  ago 
that  there  is  an  opinion  that's  been  written  and  has 
not  been  transmitted  to  us  yet  that  says  in  fact  that 
we  can  testify  on  the  Draft  EIR.     And  therefore. 
Supervisor  Walker  would  like  to  request  that  the 
Commission  definitely  hold  another  hearing  on  this  so 
that  our  office  as  well  as  the  office  of  any  other 
interested  supervisor  will  be  able  to  testify  before 
you.  S.1 

Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Norman  Rulfe,  please. 

MR.   RULFE:     Mr.   President,  members  of  the 
Commission,   I  am  Norman  Rulfe,   Chair  of  the 
Transportation  Committee  of  San  Francisco  Tomorrow. 
And  to  tell  you  the  truth,   I  really  haven't  completed 
studying  the  EIR  or  even  the  transportation  parts  of 
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it,   the  transportation  impacts  and  mitigation  measures 
of  the  Plan.  2.1 

However ,   I  do  have  a  few  comments  to  make 
right  now,  and  I  hope  to  give  more  comments  at  the 
subsequent  hearing,  which  I  certainly  do  urge  you  to 
hold.  S.I 

The  first  thing  that  occurs  is  a  series  of 
questions  regarding  parking.     Now,   the  Downtown  Plan 
says  that  any  new  long-term  parking  should  be  located 
in  the  periphery  of  downtown.     It's  a  bit  schizophrenic 
there,  because  it  also  calls  for  discouraging  new 
long-term  parking  in  and  around  downtown.  E.4.1 

The  manner  in  which  the  Plan  and  EIR  addressed 
themselves  to  parking  leaves  many  unanswered  questions 
which  must  be  addressed  in  the  environmental  review 
process.     Among  them  are  the  following:     Define  what  is 
meant  by  the  periphery  of  downtown.     What  are  the 
proposed  locations  of  peripheral  parking,   both  the 
long-term  and  short-term?     What  present  usage  would  be 
displaced  by  this  peripheral  parking?     What  would  be 
the  effect  on  parking  for  C-3  District  employees  if 
additional  areas  institute  residential  perm.it  parking? 
What  effect  would  this  have  on  the  automobile 
circulation  in  these  neighborhoods,   in  downtown?  What 
effect  would  it  have  on  Muni  and  other   transit  system 
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ridership?     What  would  be  the  effect  on  automobile 

traffic  if  no  peripheral  parking  is  constructed  and/or 

if  loss  of  long-term  parking  in  the  downtown  core  is 

not  replaced?    What  if  Mitigation  Measure  No.   27  — 

that's  to  make  downtown  an  automobile  control  zone  — 

is  adopted?    What  effect  would  this  have  on  parking 

demand?     Describe  how  Mitigation  Measure  27  would  be 

implemented.     What  if  Mitigation  Measure  27  is 

implemented,   no  peripheral  parking  is  constructed,  and 

residential  permit  parking  is  instituted  in  surrounding 

areas?     Discuss  the  effects  on  parking  demand,  traffic, 

and  transit  patronage.     And  how  can  the  Plan  reconcile 

the  expansion  of  the  Sutter/Stockton  Garage  with  the 

express  desire  to  reduce  automobile  traffic  in  the  C-3 

area?     Another  small  example  of  the  schizophrenia  that 

E.2.2.3 

the  Plan  suffers  from  in  areas.     E.3.2    E.4,1  E.4.2  E.6.3  E,6,4 

In  the  EIR,   it  says  that  traffic  conditions 
were  studied  in  ten  intersections  in  the  C-3  area. 
Well,   there  are  a  lot  more  than  ten  intersections  in 
the  C-3  area  that  are  going  to  be  affected  by  these 
proposed  developments.     What  about  these  other  areas? 
How  many  more  intersections  will  go  to  the  level  of 
Service  E  or  F?     And  don't  forget,   there  isn't  just  the 
C-3  area  that's  affected  by  all  this;   all  the 
surrounding  areas.     There  are  many  parts  of  town  that 
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are  not  exactly  surrounding  the  C-3   area   that  will  be 
affected  by  the  traffic  generated  by  the  development 
called  for  in  the  Plan.     And,   of  course,  we  have  heard 
some  of  our  friends  in  the  East  Bay  say,    "You  know,  it 
isn't  just  the  City  that's  affected  by  that."       E.3.1  E.3.2 

Now,   the  same  clogged  intersections,   or  this 
"gridlock,"  to  use  the  current  term,   are  also  going  to 
affect  transit  service.     There  are  going  to  be  delays 
to  the  transit  vehicles  that  are  operating  on  those 
streets.  E.2.2.3  E.3.2 

Now,   the  EIR  says  something  about  that,  but  it 

doesn't  say  much.     It  doesn't  get  specific  or 

quantitative  about  it.     So  that's  another  defect.  You 

have  got  to  go  back  and  get  an  estimate  of  exactly  what 

the  delays  are.     For  example,   how  many  vehicle  hours, 

how  many  passenger  hours  are  going  to  be  lost  because 

of  the  delays  at  these  clogged  intersections?  What's 

that  going  to  do  to  transit  operating  expenses,   and  so 
on?  E.2.2.3  E.3.2 

I  should  add,  by  the  way,   that  it's  also  going 
to  require  a  lot  more  transit  capital   if  you  have  these 
clogged  intersections,   and  the  buses,   or  whatever 
vehicles  are  there,  can't  get  through  because  it's 
going  to  take  increased  running  times,   and  it's  going 
to  take  more  of  them  to  give  any  given  level   of  service 


ADAMS 

CONVENTION  REPORTING 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


94 

on  a  given  line.  E.2.2.3 

The  analysis  of  the  impacts  is  made  assuming 

that  all  the  projects  and  all  the  transit  systems  are 

carried  out  and  the  five-year  plans  of  all  the  transit 

systems  involved  in  the  Bay  Area  are  carried  out.  But 

what  if  they  are  not?     There  is  no  guarantee  that  the 

money  is  available.     And,   in  fact,   it  looks  right  from 

the  study  MTC  has  made  that  it  won't  be  available  to 

carry  out  everything  that  is  in  all  the  five-year  plans 

of  all  of  the  different  transit  systems.     An  analysis 

should  be  made  of  that,   of  how  much  of  that  could  be 

carried  out  and  what  the  impacts  would  be  with  that. 

E.2.1.2 

But  then,  of  course,  we  should  also  be     E.2.7  E.6 
optimistic.     Let's  suppose  that  we  cannot  only  get  the 
five-year  plans,  but  perhaps  what  other  additional 
measures  might  be.     For  example,   the  new  rail  starts 
include  a  lot  of  things  that  are  beyond  the  five-year 
plans  of  these  transit  systems.     So,   that  sort  of  thing 
should  be  addressed,   the  effects  of  all  these  various 
transit  projects  on  the  development  plan  and  vice 
versa,  alternates  and  so  forth.  E.6  E.6.2 

Well,  as  others  have  remarked,   there  certainly 
are  some  regional   impacts.     It  isn't  just  the  C-3  area, 
and  it  isn't  just  other  parts  of  San  Francisco.  It's 
the  whole  Bay  Area  that's  affected  by  these 
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developments,   as  far  as  the   transportation   impacts  and 
the  other   impacts  have  been  developed.  E.I. 5 

That  is  as  far  as  I  have  gotten  so  far.     As  I 
say,   I  do  hope  to  come  back  with  some  more  after  I 
study  some  more,   but  I  think  just  right  there,  I 
pointed  out  some  pretty  glaring  defects,  deficiencies 
in  the  EIR  which  have  got  to  be  addressed,   have  got  to 
be  included.     And  I'll  be  seeing  you  later,   I  hope.  S.2 

Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     The  next  speaker  is 
John  DeAmonte,   and  then  Sue  Hestor. 

MR.   YORI  WADA:     Mr.   Chairman,   members  of  the 
Planning  Commission,   I  would  like  to  address  myself  to 
a  single  point  of  many  raised  by  the  EIR  on  the 
Downtown  Plan,  and  that  single  point  is  this:     I  find 
the  central  assumption  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  this 
EIR  deeply  troubling  to  me.     That  assumption  is  that  by 
expanding  the  area  devoted  to  high-rise  office 
buildings,  we  shall  be  able  to  solve  the  economic  and, 
by  implication,   the  social  problems  that  will   face  this 
City  over  the  next  two  decades.  Z.1 

The  Downtown  Plan  and  this  EIR  takes  as  a 
central  focus  its  primary  assumption  that  by  building 
some  20  million  square  feet  of  new  high-rise  office 
buildings  South  of  Market,   the  employment  needs  of  our 
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City's  residents  will  be  met.     I  find  that  assumption 
deeply  troubling.  B.5   B.5.1    B.5.3  B.5.4 

While  I  believe  that  we  have  a  middle  course 
between  unlimited  growth  and  the  stagnation  of  no 
growth,   I  nonetheless  remain  not  convinced  that  our 
only  economic  future  rests  in  the  accomodation  of 
endless  high-rise  office  buildings  that  go  from  Russian 
Hill  to  Hunters  Point.  B.2.1  Z.I 

There  is  no  convincing  evidence  set  forth  in 
this  EIR  that  demonstrates  that  such  a  southward  march 
of  downtown  will  meet  the  employment  needs  of  our  young 
people  coming  out  of  our  high  schools  and  our  community 
colleges  or  those  individuals  who  are  presently 
unemployed  or  underemployed.  8.5  B.5.1 

Indeed,  this  EIR  seems  to  indicate  that  the 
neighborhoods  of  small  businesses  and  people  in  need  of 
economic  assistance  will  be  pushed  out  of  our  City  by 
the  southward  march  of  high-rise  buildings.     What  about 
the  housing  needs  of  residents  and  the  small  businesses 
South  of  Market  which  will  be  demolished  or  relocated 
to  make  room  for   this  new  development?     I  ask  this 
question  of  you  and  hope  that  you  will  ask  staff  this 
also.  ^'^ 

Almost  not  a  word  of  this  EIR  is  devoted  to 
the  displacement  of  both  residents  and  small  businesses 
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which  will  happen   if  the  Downtown  Plan's  vision  of  the 
future  is  allowed  to  happen.     We  must  not  plan  to 
become  a  high-rise  office  building  economy  only,   as  the 
EIR  and  Downtown  Plan  assumes.     For,   in  doing  so,  we 
will  in  fact  seriously  harm  our  City  and  its  present 
residents.  A.I    B.4  D.3.1 

San  Francisco  is  a  city  of  great  diversity,  of 
many  cultures  and  many  peoples  from  many  different 
lands.     Ways  must  be  found  for  our  residents  to  make  a 
living  in  this  City  in  which  they  reside.     To  assume 
that  we  can  only  have  office  jobs  in  the  future,   as  the 
EIR  does,   is  to  assume  that  our  City's  rich  human 
diversity  is  in  danger.     San  Francisco  must  plan  its 
future  based  upon  its  past  and  its  present  and  its 
future.     We  have  been  and  we  are  a  wonderfully  diverse 
city  of  many  peoples  from  many  different  lands.  A.I 

We  must  plan  for   that  diversity  in  the  future 
or  we  will  contribute  to  the  deterioration  of  our 
diversity  which  we  value  so  much.     That  means  that  we 
must  plan  for  a  variety  of  economic  uses,   not  just 
high-rise  commercial  office  buildings,   as  does  this  EIR 
and  the  Downtown  Plan.  A.I 

In  technical  terms  that  I  am  hesitant  to  talk 
about,   then,   I  find  this  EIR  incomplete,   for  it  ignores 
economic  diversity,  which  is  the  bedrock  of   the  human 
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diversity  of  our  population.     I  urge  this  Commission 
and  its  members  and  its  staff  to  accept  the  challenge 
of  our  City's  past  and  plan  for  diversity  —  small 
businesses,  affordable  housing,  cultural  centers,  blue 
collar  industries,  and  new  neighborhoods  of  new 
neighbors  from  Asia  and  Latin  America,   all  of  the  rich 
human  potential  that  is  our  City  today.     Accept  the 
challenge  of  our  past  and  plan  for  a  future  that  has 
room  for  the  diversity  that  is  the  heart  of  a  great  and 
living  city.  A.I      S.2  Z.I 

Thank  you  very  much. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     All   right.     The  next 
speaker  is  Sue  Hestor,   to  be  — 

COMMISSIONER  BIERMAN:     Can   I  say  something? 
PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:  Sure. 

COMMISSIONER  BIERMAN:     I  was  going  to  say  it 
earlier,  before  the  meeting  started,  and  then  I  decided 
not  to,  but  I'd  like  to  say  it  now,  and  especially  just 
after  Mr.  Wada  has  spoken.  2.1 

I  would  just  like  to  sort  of  pay  tribute  to 
people  in  the  City  who  still  keep  caring,  and  the  new 
people  coming  along  who  care,   and  the  people  who  have 
spent  enormous  time  the  last  month  or  so  meeting  and 
talking  about  this  EIR.     I  think  the  staff  has  tried 
valiantly,  and  our  Chairman,   to  come  up  with  a  plan 
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that  is   right  for   the  City.     And  whether   it  is  the  plan 
that  we  should  do  or   not,   I  don't  know.     I  have 
problems  about  it.     But  I   know  the  efforts  they  have 
made.  S-"*  Z-"* 

But  without  the  public  who  will  come  and  who 
will  spend  their  time,  hour  after  hour,  sitting  here, 
and  particularly  give  the  philosophy  of  a  city  like 
Yori  Wada  always  can,  we  would  really  be  in  trouble  in 
San  Francisco.     And  I  hope  that  we  are  up  to  what 
everybody  is  thinking  about  and  asking  about  today. 

[Applause]  S.I  Z.I 

MS.   HESTOR:     Sue  Hestor  for  San  Franciscans 
for  Reasonable  Growth.     I  think  I  am  the  first  speaker 
technically  from  SFRG  today,   though  I  like  to  consider 
lots  of  the  people  here  to  be  our  members,  and  they 
are,   really.  Z.I 

You  have  heard  a  lot  about  the  omission  of  the 
impacts  in  the  East  Bay  and  areas  outside  of  San 
Francisco.     I  want  to  emphasize  some  areas  that  are 

omitted  in  the  City  that  really  need  to  be  factored  in. 

B.2    D.2.3    D.3.2    E.1.5    E.2    E.3.3  E.4.3 

The  exclusion  of  the  Mission  Bay  Project  and 

the  exclusion  of  development  south  of  Folsom  Street  is 
untenable  in  this.     What  we  in  reality  have  is  two 
downtowns  already,  given  your  definition,   and  the 
downtown  in  the  C-3  District  and  the  downtown  in  the 
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C-2  district  to  the  north  of  the  C-3  District,  which 
isn't  factored  in,  everything  north  of  Washington 
Street.     And  we  have  two  new  downtown  areas  to  the 
south,  that  which  you  have  in  this  EIR  and  that  which 
you  don't  have  in  this  EIR.  B.2.1  D.2.5  E.1.5  E.1.9  N.2 

And  I  don't  talk  to  Southern  Pacific,  but  I 
read  the  newspapers,  and  apparently  they're  very 
twitchy  about  this  plan  subverting  their  efforts  in 
Mission  Bay.     Well,  that  may  be  their  fear,  but  we  need 
to  know,   if  Mission  Bay  is  some  sort  of  a  reality,  what 
additional  impacts,  what  additional  stresses  will  there 
be  on  housing  and  transit  and  traffic  patterns  as  well 
as  on  the  economic  dynamics  of  downtown  offices.  So, 
whether  or  not  you  think  Mission  Bay  is  a  reality,  it 
certainly  has  been  going  through  a  public  process  for 
the  past  couple  of  years,  and  a  lot  of  people  in  this 
room  have  been  meeting  with  developers  from  Southern 
Pacific.     So  you  can't  ignore  it.     Please  add  in 
Mission  Bay  as  a  factor  as  well  as  all  of  the  warehouse 
conversions,   factory  conversions,  and  new  development 
that  exists  south  of  the  C-3  boundaries  in  the  M 
District.  B.2.1  B.4  D.2.5    E.1.5   E.1.7    E.1.9  N.2 

One  of  the  things  that  I  find  disheartening  is 
the  new  economic  projection  model  that  hasn't  really 
gone  through  public  testimony.     It's  very  hard  to  focus 
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on  that  in  the  context  of  these  EIR's.     But  one  of  the 
factors  that  I  find  slightly  misleading  in  the  new 
economic  projections  is  a  downplaying  of  the  reality  of 
the  West  Coast  and  flight  capital.     There  are  a  lot  of 
engines  moving  development  in  San  Francisco,   and  a  lot 
of  it  has  to  do  with  economies  that  are  shaky  outside 
of  the  United  States  and,  you  know,   five,   ten,  15,000 
miles  away.     So  there  is  going  to  be,   as  pressure  from 
Hong  Kong  continues  and  as  people  are  very  twitchy 
about  expansion,   you  know,  getting  their  money  out  and 
just  getting  it  somewhere  safe,  and  real  estate  in 
California  and  real  estate   in  San  Francisco  in 
particular  is  considered  a  safe  investment.     So  there 
are  all  kinds  of  other  factors  going  on.  B.I    B.I. 4. 4 

One  of  the  other  parts  of  the  economic 
analysis  that  is  missing  is  a  real  cursory  attention 
paid  to  what  has  happened  in  the  past  couple  of  years. 
This  EIR  has  all  kinds  of  assumptions  because  it  was 
started  in  1981,  and  there  was  a  projection  to  1984. 
And  1984  hasn't  been  measured.     And  that  is  very 
confusing  to  the  public,  who  thinks  that  what  you  are 
talking  about  as  the  current  state  of  affairs  in  1984 
is  the  current  state  of  affairs  when  they  go  out  the 
door  —  it  was  done  with  slide  rule  and  pieces  of  paper 
and  calculators  extrapolating  from  1981.  B.1.1     E.I. 2 
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You  need  to  put  into  context  what  has  happened 

in  the  past  couple  of  years,  not  only  lists  of 

development,  but  a  list  that  shows  number  of  square 

feet  approved  every  year  —  and  not  just  by  the 

Planning  Commission,  but  the  amount  of  square  feet  that 

has  been  approved  anywhere  in  the  City  that  is 

commercial  office  development  and  hotel  development  — 

by  the  Redevelopment  Agency,   the  State,   like  the  State 

Building,  or  this  Planning  Commission  or  other  entities 

which  have  the  power  to  approve  without  coming  to  this 

body.     Tell  us,  since  1965,  what  the  rate  of  approval 

was,  and  simultaneously  tell  us  how  much  came  on  line. 

B.1.1  B.1.2 

I  don't  find  the  tables  particularly  helpful 
when  they  show  projects  coming  on  line  in  1983  that  I 
know  are  still  under  construction,  because  your 
Transportation  Analysis  may  have  those  buildings 
factored  in,   and  the  impacts  for  those  buildings  won't 
be  felt  until  this  year  —  for  example,   Citicorp,  101 
Spear,   Bank  of  Canton.     Those  tables  need  to  be  revised 
to  be  brought  up  to  reality  in  1984,  as  of  right  now.  b.1.1 

One  of  the  places  where  that  revision  needs  to 
be  done  is  all  the  tables  in  the  appendix.     The  table 
in  the  appendix  dealing  with  landmarks,   I  found  very 
disingenuous  because  it  has  buildings  as  existing  and 
not  threatened  that  you  have  already  approved  projects 
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for  that  are  going  to  demolish  them.     You  need  a  1984 
landmarks  list  that  shows  the  current   state.     And  also, 
I  think,   to  put  it  into  context,  where  the  buildings 
have  been  approved  for  removal  or  modification  or 
whatever,   the  years,   so  that  we  can  see  the  pattern. 
Has  there  been  an  accelerated  loss  of  landmarks  in  the 
past  five  years?     Maybe  that  table  will  be  a  little 
damning,  but  I  think  you  need  to  have  it  so  we 
understand,   the  public  understands  the  context  of  loss 
of  historic  buildings.  H.1.1 

You  have  incorporated  by  reference  the 
Downtown  EIR  Consultant's  Report  extensively,  yet  that 
document  has  not  had  the  benefit  of  the  formal  EIR 
process.     I  am  therefore  asking  that  to  the  extent  that 
you  have  public  hearings  on  that,  and  I  don't  believe 
there  was  a  court  reporter  here  for  those  hearings,  you 
have  someone  transcribe  those  tapes  and  respond  to 
them.     Because  once  you  grandfather   that  document  in, 
when  you  have  public  comments  in  the  EIR  process,  you'd 
best  answer  those  public  comments.     And  I  haven't  seen 
any  responses  to  comments  that  were  given  on  the 
Downtown  EIR  Consultant's  Report.     So  please  transcribe 
those  tapes,   if  they're  not  transcribed,  and 
incorporate  those  comments.     I  made  comments;  Mr.  Jones 
made  comments;   Mr.    Imparato  made  comments;   other  people 
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made  comments.  S.1.1    S.I. 2 

This  is  a  formal  CEQA  request,   that  you 

respond  to  all  of  the  comments  on  the  Downtown  Plan 

Consultant's  Report  as  though  they  were  made  at  this 

hearing  today,   so  we  are  incorporating  our  comments  by 

reference.  S.1.1    S.I. 2 

Also  we  are  demanding  that  all  of  the  reports 

that  were  made,   that  we  were  unable  to  get  as  part  of 

the  Downtown  Plan  —  pardon  me,  the  Downtown  EIR 

report,   in  particular  the  Recht  Hausrath  economic 

report  that  went  through  the  parcels  and  figured  out 

profit  factors,  which  we  were  told  is  a  confidential 

document.     Now  you've  incorporated  the  Downtown  EIR 

Consultant's  Report  and  you  are  incorporating  their 

economics.     You  cannot  keep  those  hidden  any  longer. 

B.1.4.10 

We  figured  out  the  profit  rate  on  those 
parcels  that  Recht  Hausrath  did  and  tested  them  and 
called  them  up  and  were  told  that  we  still  —  "Yes,  our 
figures  --  Yes,  when  you  did  the  calculation,  yes,  it 
showed  that  profit  factor."     I  think  the  Commission  and 
the  public  need  to  see  that  information,  which  is  part 
of  the  Downtown  EIR  Report.     And  if  you  don't,  you  are 
going  to  have  the  alternative  of  striking  the  Downtown 
EIR  in  all  aspects.     You  either  have  to  legitimize  that 
document  as  an  EIR  and  release  every  bit  of  that 
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information  or   strike  it  totally  and  don't  rely  on  it. 
As  of   right  now^   those   two  documents  are  so 
interwoven         and  one  of  those  is  a  secret  plan  and  has 
secret  documents  that  are  available  only  to  the  project 
sponsor,  which  is  SPUR  and  the  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
that  we  don't  know  what's  going  on.     But  that  economic 
stuff  is  very  important  to  us.  B.I. 4. 10 

Finally,   I  have  a  mitigation  measure  that  I 
want  included  in  this  plan,   and  I  think  it's  a  practice 
that  you  need  to  adopt  in  the  next  month  as  you  go 
through  the  comments.     The  City  of  San  Francisco 
should,   once  a  year,   make  an  evaluation  of  how  much 
office  space  is  it  likely  to  consider  in  the  next  year; 
how  much  housing  demand  will  be  generated;  where  that 
housing  demand  will  be;   how  much  transportation  demand, 
freeway  capacity,   transit  demand  —  looking  at  it  on  an 
annual  basis,   then  notify  every  other  county  and  every 
city  of  any  size,   how  much  they  are  going  to  have  to 
provide  to  accommodate  the  office  development  that  we 
project.  P.3 

San  Francisco  should  be  telling  Danville, 
Lafayette,  Berkeley,  Oakland,   San  Mateo,  everywhere 
else,   how  many  housing  units  they're  going  to  have  to 
add  to  accommodate  the  amount  of  office  space  that  we 
are  intending  to  consider  approving.     You  should  do 
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that  right  now  for   the  period  between  1984  and  the  year 
2000.     Let  Contra  Costa  County  know  how  many  thousand 
housing  units  they  are  expected  to  provide  formally. 
Send  it  to  the  highest  political  body  as  well  as  to 
their  Planning  Department.     Tell  their  City  Council  or 
their  Board  of  Supervisors.     Tell  their  Planning 
Commissions  and  ask  them  if  they're  willing  to  do  it. 
That  is  what  planning  is  about.  p,3 

I  am  therefore  requesting  as  a  permanent 
mitigation  measure  in  the  Downtown  Plan  an  annual 
evaluation  of  those  demands  in  telling  them  how  much 
the  rest  of  the  region  is  going  to  have  to  provide  and 
asking  them  to  respond.     Are  they  thrilled  about  having 
to  provide  that  additional  transit,   those  kinds  of 
roadway  expansions?     Can  they  meet  those  housing 
demands  that  we're  placing  on  them?     Because  as  of 
right  now,  one  thing  that  bothers  me  is  the  lack  of 
official  government  representatives  and  official 
government  responses.     I  don't  know  who  got  this  EIR. 
I  don't  know  if  the  Oakland  Planning  Commission  got  it. 
I  don't  know  if  the  Contra  Costa  Planning  Commission 
got  it.     I  don't  know  if  you  sent  it  to  those  bodies  to 
whom  we  are  making  those  demands.     But  the  only  honest 
thing  to  do  is  to  tell  them  and  ask  them:     Can  they  do 
it?  B.2    D.3.2    E.1.5    E.2    E.3.1    S.1.3  P.3 
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If  you  don't  have  that  kind  of   response,  you 
are  dealing  in  wishes.     You're  presuming  that  the 
housing  is  going  to  be  available  somewhere  and  it's 
their  responsibility.  D.3.2  P.3 

A  phrase  that  I  heard  last  weekend,  which  I 
didn't  originate,   but  I  think  is  really  great  is: 
Theft  of  capacity.     That,   I  think,   is  what  we  are  in 
the  position  of  doing.     We  are  stealing  other  people's 
capacity.     We  are  saying  to  the  other  counties:     We  are 
taking  all  of  your  BART  capacity.     We  are  taking  all  of 
your  roadway  capacity.     We  are  taking  all  of  your 
ability  to  put  additional  people  on  the  bridge,   and  we 
are  sure  taking  your  housing  capacity  and  your  park 
capacity.     And  I  think  we  have  the  responsibility  to 
put  that  in.  B.6     D.3.2   E.2.3    E.3.1  P.3 

My  final,   final  comment  is  that  the 
growth-inducing  section  of  this  EIR  stinks.     This  much 
on  one  page    (indicating)    is  not  an  analysis  of 
growth-inducing  capacity.     We  are  an  engine  that  pushes 
a  region,   that  pushes  all  of  Northern  California 
development,  development  that  puts  demands  on  water 
resources,   that  puts  demand  on  PG&E  capacity  and 
nuclear  power  plants,  puts  demands  on  all  kinds  of 
things  that  are  scoped  down  to  this  EIR.     And  it  is  an 
indictment  of  this  City  if  we  don't  understand  that  how 
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we  push,  push,   push  is  going  to  induce  regional  growth 
and  induce,   you  know,   all   of  Northern  California 
growth.     And  I  think  you  need  to  go  back  and  do  a 
honest  growth-inducing  chapter.     And  the  chapter  really 
needs  to  get  into  those  really  hard,   tough  things.  And 
if  it's  less  than  20,  35  pages,   it's  not  sufficient. 
And  half  of  a  page  sure  doesn't  make  it.  O 
Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     The  next  speaker  is 
Carl  Imparato  and  then  Grant  Dehart. 

MR.   IMPARATO:     My  name  is  Carl  Imparato,  San 
Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth.     We  have  about  30 
pages  of  comments  on  this  downtown  expansion  plan  EIR. 
It's  extremely  difficult  to  thoroughly  analyze  all  the 
new  growth  and  transportation  models,   so  before  you 
here  we  will  just  summarize  the  main  points  and  hope 
that  you  will  have  the  courtesy  to  read  those  comments 
when  we  do  submit  them  to  you  in  writing.  z,^ 

If  I  were  cynical,   I'd  call   this  document  a 
cover-up.     But  let's  just  say  it's  deceptive  and 
misleading,   and  more  for  what  it  doesn't  say  than  for 
what  it  does  say.  S.2  Z.I 

First  of  all,   we  have  a  massive  plan,  a  plan 
for  91,000  more  downtown  workers  in  the  C-3  area  alone, 
and  another  75,000  workers  due  to  non-C-3  expansion  in 
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San  Francisco.      It's  a  massive  amount  of  growth.  But 
the  EIR  reads  as  if  there  weren't  any  impacts  going 
beyond  the  county  line.  E.I. 1.2  E.I. 5  E.2   E.3.1  E.4.3 

Where  is  the  description  of  the  massive 
traffic  jams?     There  isn't  any.     Where  is  the  analysis 
of  transportation  and  transit  improvement  costs?  It's 
billions  of  dollars.     There  isn't  any.     Where  is  the 
discussion  of  all  the  rental  units  that  the  region  is 
going  to  need?     There  isn't  any.     Where  is  the 
discussion  about  all  the  types  of  jobs  that  San 
Francisco  residents  really  need?     There  isn't  any. 
Where  are  the  mitigation  measures  for   all  of  these 
impacts?     There  aren't  any  real  substantive  ones. 

Where  are  the  real   issues  addressed?     The  answer  is, 
B.5  B.5.1 

they  aren't.D.3.1  D.3.2  D.3.2.3   D.4   E.1.4.1    E.2. 1.2    E.2.7    E.3  P 

Let's  start  with  the  growth  rates  used  in  this 
EIR,   since  that  is  really  where  most  the  problems  crop 
up.     First  of  all,   the  baseline  growth  rate  that  you 
use  in  this  forecasting  methodology  here  is  1.7  million 
square  feet  per  year.     That's  what  the  growth  rate  was 
in  the  Seventies.     But  in  the  Eighties,   the  growth  rate 
has  been  two  and  a  half  million  square  feet  a  year, 
according  to  the  EIR.     What  justification  is  there  to 
go  back  to  the  1970  growth  rates?     None,   except  for  the 
fact  that  the  impacts  would  be  50  percent  greater  if 
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you  used  the  real,   current  growth  rates  for  your 

projections,  B.1.1    B.I. 2  8.5 

Secondly,  growth  outside  of  the  C-3  area  but 

in  San  Francisco  is  never  really  analyzed  properly. 

Now,   the  EIR  admits  that  in  the  Nineties,  non-C-3  San 

Francisco  growth  will  accelerate,  and  that  it  will  be 

equivalent  to  about  80  percent  of  the  C-3  growth.  And 

that  means  you  should  almost  double  the  transportation 

impacts,   for  example.     But  the  EIR  instead,   looking  for 

the  non-C-3  growth  impacts,   uses  historical  growth 

rates.     And  those  historical  growth  rates  are  much,  _  ^ 

B.  1.1 

B  2  1 

much  lower  than  what  is  projected  for  the  future. 

E.I. 1.1  E.1.5 

Just  one  example  of  using  the  historical 

growth  rates.     The  EIR  states  that  there  is  no 

contribution  to  traffic  growth  on  the  Golden  Gate 

Bridge  and  on  the  Bay  Bridge  from  all  this  non-C-3 

growth  that's  going  to  happen  in  the  next  ten  years. 

75,000  more  workers  in  the  non-C-3   area  and  not  one 

more  car  generated  on  the  bridges?     That  is  a  problem. 

E.1.5  E.3.1 

Thirdly,  with  regard  to  regional  growth,  I 
don't  know  if  the  EIR  authors  have  ever  heard  about  the 
buildings  going  up  in  downtown  Oakland  or  along  Highway 
101.     There  are  lots  of  EIR's  out  about  them.     But  that 
growth  should  be  considered.     And  why  should  it  be 
considered?    Why  should  we  start  looking  at  regional 
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impacts?      Well,   the  reason  is  that  San  Francisco's 
growth  is  going  to  have  a  dramatic  regional  impact 
itself.     And  contrary  to  what  the  EIR  says  or  what  it 
implies,  we  can't  behave  as  if  all  the  remaining 
freeway  capacity  in  the  Bay  Area,   all  the  new  transit 
capacity  in  the  region  is  going  to  sucked  up  by  San 
Francisco.     It  is  absolutely  necessary  that  the  EIR 
include  growth  projections  in  the  base  case  when 
looking  at  the  impacts  of  165,000  more  San  Francisco 
workers  on  the  region.  B.2.1   D.3.2    D.3.2.4    E.I. 5  E.3.1 

So,   in  summary,   the  EIR  analysis  should  be 
revised  to  include  a  higher  growth  rate  for  the  C-3, 
all  of  San  Francisco's  growth,   and  regional  growth. 
And  to  not  do  this,  we  believe,  defies  the  intent  of 
CEQA.  B.1.1    B.I. 2    B.2.1  E.1.5 

Regarding  transportation  impacts,   the  analysis 
is  completely  inadequate.     It  is  based,   first  of  all, 
on  those  false  growth  rates,   and  then  it's  based  on 
unsubstantiated  assumptions  which  hide  and  minimize  the 
impacts,  and  then  it  doesn't  tell  us  what  the  impacts 
are.     So  let  me  elaborate.  B.1.1    B.I. 2   B.2.1  E.1.5 

First  of  all,  no  regional  growth  is  included 
in  the  base  case  loading  on  regional  transportation 
systems.     Second  of  all,   most  of  non-C-3  San  Francisco 
growth  isn't  included.     As  I  said  before,   not  one  more 
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car  on  the  Bay  Bridge  from  all  the  South  of  Market, 
North  Beach  growth.  And  third  of  all,  the  real  C-3 
growth  rate  isn't  used  in  the  baseline  analysis .  E.I. 1  E.1.5 

The  next  thing  we  come  to  is  the  case  of  the 
phantom  commuters.     I  guess  a  lot  of  the  consultants 
must  read  the  Examiner,  because  there  are  thousands  and 
thousands  of  phantom  commuters  in  this  EIR.  And 
despite  a  51  percent  increase  in  the  number  of  East  Bay 
commuters,   there  is  only  a  one  percent  increase 
projected  for  peak  hour  Bay  Bridge  traffic  —  despite  a 
50  percent  increase  in  north  bay  commuters,  a  six 
percent  increase  for   traffic  on  the  north  bay.  Now, 
what's  going  on  here?     Well,  what  happens  is  that  the 
EIR  says:     Well,   the  freeways  are  at  capacity.  The 
bridges  are  at  capacity.     So,   really,  we  aren't  going 

to  have  more  traffic  coming  through  in  the  peak  hour. 

E.1.5    E.2  E.3.1 

And  that  is  reasonable.     But  what  it  really 

ought  to  tell  us  then  is  how  much  longer  the  peak  hour 
is  going  to  be,  because  the  situation  is  going  to  be  a 
lot  worse  in  the  future  than  it  is  today.  E.1.4.2 

The  EIR  can  assume  that  more  people  are  going 
to  take  transit,   that  people  are  going  to  rideshare, 
but  the  bottom  line  is  that  we  are  not  a  better  breed 
of  people  than  they  are  in  New  York.     And  if  you  look 
at  New  York,   they've  got  a  better  transit  system  than 
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we  will   ever  expect,   than  we  could  ever  dream  of  having 
out  here,   and,   still,   there  is  gridlock  out  there; 
there  are  still  people  driving  into  town.     And  there  is 
no  reason  to  assume  that  that  is  not  going  to  happen 
out  here.  E.I. 4 

The  EIR  says  that  congestion  effects  will 
encourage  more  carpooling,   but  it  doesn't  tell  what 
these  congestion  effects  really  are.     What  does  it  mean 
just  to  talk  about  excessive  demand  and  temporary  flow 
interruptions?    We  should  stop  fooling  around,  quantify 
the  problems  in  a  way  people  can  understand.     What  will 
freeway  speeds  be?     How  will  commute  times  increase? 
How  far  will  traffic  back  up  at  toll  plazas,  on  the 
freeways,  on  the  streets?     How  long  will   the  congestion 
period  be  in  the  year  2000?     How  long  is  it  now?  What 
about  in  1981?  E.1.4    E.1.4.2  E.3 

We  all  know  that  things  are  getting  worse. 
There  is  already  a  half-hour  delay  on  the  Bay  Bridge 
toll  plaza  at  6:30   in  the  morning.     Traffic  crawls  on 
Interstate  80  from  4:00  to  6:30   right  now.     The  EIR 
doesn't  tell  you  this  and  it  doesn't  tell  you  how  it's 
going  to  get  worse.  E.1.4.2  E.3.1 

Take  the  example  of  parking.     Even  with  all 
these  optimistic  assumptions  that  are  made  in  the  EIR, 
there  is  still  going  to  be  a  6,000-space  parking 
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deficit  according  to  the  EIR.     Now,   that  is  not  even 
including  any  non-C-3  growth.     What's  6,000  spaces  mean 
in  a  practical  sense?    Who  knows?     It's  a  number.  The 
EIR  should  tell  you  that  that  is  equivalent  to  a  string 
of  cars  bumper~to-bumber  lined  up  from  here  to  San 
Leandro.     People  have  to  understand  what  these  things 
mean.  E.4 

We  want  an  analysis  that  conveys  the  real 
impacts  to  the  readers.     We'd  like,  and  CEQA  requires, 
an  analysis  of  the  regional  impacts  —  a.m.  and  p.m. 
backups  on  all  the  transportation  corridors,  delays  at 
toll  plazas,   increases  in  commute  times.  E.1.3  E.1.4 

We  want  the  EIR  to  compare  the  present 
situation  to  1990  and  the  year  2000  with  regional 
growth  and  no  San  Francisco  growth  —  that  should  be 
the  baseline  —  tell  us  what's  going  to  happen  then, 
and  then  show  what  happens  when  we  tack  on  the  San 
Francisco  growth  there.     That  is  the  only  real  way  to 
do  a  decent  cumulative  analysis.  D,3.2.4  E.2.1.3  Q 

We'd  like  the  analysis  to  justify  assumptions 
that  are  made  that  more  people  are  going  to  carpool  and 
switch  to  transit.     Use  data  from  what's  happened  in 
L.A.     We  think  that  the  results  are  very,  very 
sensitive  to  the  mode  shifting  assumptions  that  are 
made  here,  and  so  the  analysis  better  justify  them 
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very,  very  clearly.  E.I. 4 

And  we  ask  for  an  analysis,    finally,   that  is 
based  on  realistic  and  not  optimistic  assumptions. 
Really,   the  EIR  should  be  a  worst  case  analysis,   not  a 
best  case,  let ' s-keep-our-f inger s-crossed  analysis. 
Worst  case.     If  PG&E  designed  Diabo  Canyon  using  this 
kind  of  best  case,  let ' s-hope-f or-the-best  analysis, 
that  nuclear  reactor  would  be  in  a  building  made  out  of 
cardboard  instead  of  20  feet  of  concrete.     So  we  ask 
for  these  changes  in  the  analysis.  B.I   D.2    E.I  R 

Transit.     The  analysis  is  just  superficial. 
The  transit  impacts  should  be  analyzed  using  the 
correct  baseline  scenario.     For  each  agency,  we  should 
ask:     What  will  the  future  level  of  service  be  without 
any  more  San  Francisco  growth?     What's  left  after  that? 
What's  left  after  that  is  the  possible  spare  capacity 
to  accommodate  the  downtown  expansion  plan.  E.2.1.3 

The  EIR  should  explicitly  state  in  a  table,  on 
a  page,  all  the  transit  agencies'   long-term  plans. 
What  are  the  projected  capacity  increases?     How  much  of 
those  are  funded?     The  EIR  should  take  some  pessimistic 
cases  and  not  just  optimistic  cases.     What  are  the 
costs  associated  with  each  agency's  capacity  increases? 
At  a  bare  minimum,  we  can  calculate  that  by  estimating 
the  cost  of  an  additional  peak  period  Muni   run  or  AC 
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Transit  run  or  BART  run,  and  multiplying  that  by  the 
number  of  passengers  that  would  fit  into  a  bus  or  a 
car,  and  then  we  would  get  a  lower  limit  on  the 
additional  cost  to  each  transit  agency.  E.2.1  E.2.1.2 

On  the  jobs  issue,  we  have  asked  before  and  we 
will  ask  again  for  an  analysis  of  the  skills  and  job 
needs  of  present  and  future  San  Francisco  residents.' 
That  has  to  be  quantified,  because  unless  that  is  done, 
there  is  no  way  to  show  the  positive  or  the  negative 
impacts  of  all  the  alternatives  on  the  City's 
unemployed.     There  is  not  going  to  be  any  way  to  put 
together  a  plan  or  a  mitigation  measure  which  will 
create  the  right  kind  of  opportunities  for  unemployed 
residents.  B.5.2 

Regarding  housing.     Other  people  have 

addressed  some  of  these  issues.     But  the  overestimate 

of  housing  construction  in  San  Francisco  also 

understates  the  regional  transportation  impacts  that 

the  downtown  expansion  plan  will  cause.     Non-C-3  growth 

should  be  included  in  the  analysis.     Housing  shortfalls 

should  be  shown  for  each  alternative.     Rental  housing 

issues  should  be  addressed.     And  the  shortfall  in 

A.2    D.2.2    D.2.5  D.3.1  D.3.2.3 
rental  units  should  be  quantif  ied .d.3.2.4  D.3.3.5  D.3.3.6  E.1.5 

D.3.3.2  D.4 

Lastly,   regarding  mitigation  measures.  We 

think  that  most  of  the  mitigation  measures  proposed 
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here  are  either  nonsubstantive,   they're   unfunded,  or 
are  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Planning  Commission. 
So  therefore,   they're  either  phony,   nonexistant  or 
meaningless  as  mitigation.     We'd  like  to  see  some  real 
mitigation  measures  addressed,   first  of  all  for 
regional  transit.     And  I'd  like  to  say,   some  of  these 
people  here  that  came  to  talk  about  the  regional 
issues,   seems  like  there  are  a  lot  of  pissed-off  people 
in  the  East  Bay,   South  Bay  and  North  Bay,  because 
they're  starting  to  see  the  direct  connection  between 
what  happens  here  in  San  Francisco  and  regional 
problems.     And  from  what  I  have  heard,   there  may  be  a 
lot  of  them  outside  the  Convention  Center  when  the 
Democrats  are  here,  asking  the  question:     Who's  Dianne 

E.6 

Feinstein  and  why  is  she  trying  to  wreck  the  Bay  Area?  P 

As  for  regional  transit  mitigation,  we'd  like 
to  see  a  Downtown  Development  Fee  to  pay  for  the 
additional  costs  incurred  by  all   regional  transit 
agencies  to  serve  downtown  expansion.     The  fee  would  be 
collected  by  San  Francisco  and  distributed  by  MTC  to 
the  regional  carriers.     We'd  like  to  see  Downtown 
Development  District  enacted  to  pay  for  projects  that 
are  clearly  necessitated  by  downtown  expansion.  For 
example,   the  Metro  turnaround,   the  Southern  Pacific 
Extension  —  those  would  have  to  be  built  for  one 
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reason  alone,   to  facilitate  downtown  expansion.  And 
downtov;n  should  pay  for   that.     The  Downtown  Plan 
approval  should  be  made  contingent  upon  establishment 
of  such  a  district  by  the  downtown  property  owners f 
just  the  same  way  the  downtown  paid  for  the  Embarcadero 
BART  station.  E.2.7.2  E.2.7.3 

And  we'd  like  to  see  a  commitment  to  ensure 
that  the  existing  Transit  Development  Fee  for  Muni 
covers  the  full  costs  imposed  on  the  Muni.     The  Touche 
Ross  Study  is  not  mentioned  here  at  all.     It's  9.82  per 
square  foot  is  what  they  say  the  cost  to  Muni  is.  We 
are  charging   $5  a  square  foot.  E.2,7.2 

Housing  mitigation.     We'd  like  to  see  for 
housing  mitigation  that  you  examine  lower  base  floor 
area  ratios,  and  then  give  discretionary  floor  area 
ratio  bonuses  to  encourage  rental  housing  development. 
This  is  all  you  can  build.     If  you  build  rental 
housing,   now  you  can  have  a  higher  floor   area  ratio.  D.5.4 

We'd  like  to  see  you  do  some  zoning,  the 
western  part  of  South  of  Market,   from  C-3  to  RC.  And 
that  is  outlined  in  SPUR's  South  of  Market  Plan.  Right 
now  you  are  looking  at  rezoning  that  portion  under  the 
Downtown  Plan,  and  you  say,    "Well,  we'll  look  at  RC 
zoning  later."     Now  is  the  time  to  do  it.  a.1   A.4  B.4.2 

For  jobs  mitigation,  we'd  like  to  see  a  job 
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training  program  to  which  developers  must  contribute. 
Or  you  could  lower   the  base  FAR ' s  and  give 
discretionary  FAR  bonuses  to  encourage  the 

establishment  of  job  training  programs.  B5  5 

We'd  like  to  see  small  business  retention  and 
industrial   retention,   again,     lower  FAR ' s  to  encourage 
preservation  of  older,   lower  cost  office  space,  which 
small  businesses  find  most  suitable.  B4  1 

For  historic  preservation  —  once  more,  lower 
base  floor  area  ratios  will  help  preserve  historic 
structures.  C.I 

And  lastly,  we'd  like  to  see  an  honest 
assessment  of  the  annual  limit  on  office  development. 
The  analysis  should  be  directed  at  ways  to  make  that 
annual  limit  work  rather  than  the  biased  discussions  we 
see  in  the  EIR.     Because  the  annual  limit,   when  you 
come  right  down  to  it,   it's  the  only  effective, 
sure-fire,  guaranteed  way  to  reduce  the  transit, 
transportation,  housing,   small  business,  and  blue 
collar  job  impacts.  E.6.1  P.I 

As  deficient  as  the  Downtown  Expansion  Plan 
EIR  is  at  this  stage,   it  does  document  serious  problems 
for  the  City  and  for  the  Bay  Area.     The  Downtown 
Expansion  Plan  does  nothing  to  control  growth  and  its 
impacts.     It  hides  them  a  bit  --  prettier  buildings. 
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tidbits  of  open  space,   historic  preservation.  But 
that's  all  cosmetics.     Because  what  you  have  here 
really  is  downtown  San  Francisco  is  like  a  cancer 
patient.     It's  got  terminal  cancer.     The  cancer  is 
growing,   it's  spreading  through  the  rest  of  the  Bay 
Area.     And  instead  of  drastic  surgery  to  cut  out  that 
cancer,  to  deal  with  the  problem,   the  Downtown  Plan 
proposes  just  a  nose  job,  a  facelift.     And  we  deserve  a 
lot  better  than  that.  A.I  Z.I 

If  you  really  believe  that  the  EIR  is  correct, 
if  you  really  believe  that  in  the  next  three  to  four 
years  you  will  only  be  approving  660,000  square  feet  of 
office  space,   if  you  really  believe  that  during  the 
1990 's  you're  only  going  to  approve  840  ,000  square  feet 
per  year,   then  we  challenge  you  to  put  your  money  down 
on  the  table.     If  you  believe  that  that  is  true  in  the 
EIR,   then  establish  an  800,000  foot  per  year  limit  on 
growth.     Show  us  your  faith  in  the  analysis  of  this 
Downtown  Expansion  Plan  by  establishing  that  annual 
limit.     That  way  you'll  also  guarantee  that  the  impacts 
will  be  no  worse  than  what  the  EIR  says.  E.6.1  P.I 

Thank  you  for  your  time. 

[Applause] 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     The  next  speaker  is 
Grant  Dehart,  to  be  followed  by  John  Gross. 
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MR.   DEHART:      I'm  Grant  Dehart  with  the 
Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural   Heritage,  z.^ 

We  are  generally  in  support  of  parts  of  the 
EIR  that  we  have  evaluated,  particularly  those  bearing 
on  the  preservation  of  existing  architecture  in  the 
downtown.     We  are  especially  appreciative  of  the 
economic  analysis  and  the  development  scenarios  related 
to  the  transferable  development  rights. 

I'd  also  like  to,   in  the  process,   commend  the 
consultants  and  the  staff  for  both  a  detailed,   and  as 
well,  a  readable  analysis.     And  I  can  appreciate  how 
difficult  and  complex  this  task  was.     Twelve  years  ago, 
I  was  the  Project  Director  for  the  Environmental  Review 
Reports  for  the  Washington,  D.C.  Metro  System.  z.l 

I  will  summarize  the  DEIR  lessons  and  problems 
identified  for  preservation,   the  limits  of  the  analysis 
that  we  see,  and  indicate  what  we  believe  is  needed  in 
the  plan  ordinance  and  in  the  ordinance  as  a  result  of 
the  DEIR  findings,  and  then  I  will  submit  detailed 

Z.1 

comments  later  . 

What  are  the  lessons  of  the  DEIR  analysis  for 
preservation?     Only  one-third  of  all   significant  and 
contributory  buildings  are  included  in  the  Plan,  485 
structures  compared  to  over  1400  identified  by  Heritage 
in  the  Splendid  Survivors  Survey.     There  will  be  no 
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reduction  in  the  rate  of  building  demolition,  only  a 
shift  from  the  most  significant  structures  to  the 
contributory  structures  and  to  the  urban  historic 

C.1.1 

fabric  of  the  downtown. 

I  would  like  to  quote  a  comment  on  Page  67 
that  summarizes  very  well  the  primary  concern  and 
finding  that  we  believe  needs  to  be  addressed,  and  that 
is,  and  I  quote,    "The  comparisons  of  supply  and  demand 
for  TDR  indicate  that  overall  demand  alone  is  unlikely 
to  be  strong  enough  relative  to  the  supply  to  create 
strong  incentives  for  preserving  the  contributory 
buildings,   the  retention  of  which  is  not  required," 

C.1.1 

unquote . 

Depending  upon  which  of  the  several 
conflicting  estimates  are  used,  about  one-fourth  of  the 
Department's  list  of  contributory  buildings  will  be 
demolished  by  year  2000.     Therefore,   the  EIR 
documents  —  the  objectives  and  policies  of  the  Plan 
cannot  be  implemented  effectively  by  the  draft 
ordinance  or  the  other  implementing  actions.     And  these 
objectives,  and  I  will  also  quote  the  Plan  itself  on 
Page  65,   "Past  development,   as  represented  by  both  the 
significant  buildings  and  by  areas  of  established 
character,  must  be  preserved.     The  value  of  these 
buildings  in  areas  become  increasingly  apparent  as  more 
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and  more  older  buildings  are  lost,"  unquote.  C.1.1 

On  Page  74,   dealing  with   the  conservation 

districts,  quote,    "Buildings  of  somewhat  lesser  quality 

than  those  required  to  be  retained  take  on  an  increased 

importance.     These  buildings  help  create  the  setting 

that  reinforces  and  complements  the  qualities  of  the 

more  significant  areas,  and  their  own  attributes  are 

more  apparent  and  appreciated,"  unquote.  Z.I 

There  are  several  problems  with  the  proposed 

preservation  policies  that  have  been  highlighted  in  the 

EIR.     The  supply  of  TDR  from  Subareas  1,  6  and  2  are 

too  large  to  be  absorbed  within  each  subarea  and  the 

Special  Development  District.     Therefore,   the  price  for 

TDR  in  Subareas  1  and  6  is  likely  to  be  too  low  to 

cause  preservation.  C.1.1 

The  sellers  of  TDR • s  from  other  Subareas  — 

C-3-G  and  C-3-S  —  will  have  an  unfair  windfall  by 

being  able  to  sell   in  Special  Development  Districts. 

The  contributory  buildings  are  unlikely  to  be  preserved 

by  the  TDR  incentives  unless  the  existing  structure 

occupies  most  of  the  available  TDR,   or  FAR  available  on 

C.1.1 

the  site.  2 

This  is  also  in  the  face  of  severe  limits  in 
the  analysis  that  was  conducted  to  reach  these 
findings.     We  believe  that  the  method  of  analysis  and 
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the  assumptions  used  lead  to  a  serious  underestimate  of 
the  number  of  contributory  buildings  that  will  be 

C.I. 2 

demol ished . 

These  problems  include,   first  of  all,  that  the 
assumptions  are  not  identified  or  explained  in  the  EIR, 
The  opportunity  sites  were  identified  by  the  Department 
staff  rather  than  through  a  rigorous  analytical 
process.     The  judgments  used  in  identifying  these 
opportunity  sites  have  not  been  explained.  c  1  2 

The  sites  with  buildings  occupying  two-thirds 
or  more  of  their  available  FAR  were  not  expected  to  be 
developed.     This  is  clearly  contrary  to  our  experience, 
where  most  of  the  major  preservation  problems  that  have 
surfaced  in  this  City  have  been  on  just  such  sites  — 
such  as  the  City  of  Paris,   the  Fitzhugh  Building,  and 
the  California  Pacific  Building,  all  of  which  occupied 
more  than  two-thirds  of  their  available  FAR.  C.I. 2 

Sites  less  than  10,000  square  feet  would  not 
be  developed  unless  aggregated  with  other  sites.  This 
also  is  clearly  not  correct,  given  the  specific 
examples  that  have  taken  place  in  just  the  last  year: 
The  Washington/Battery  Street  Building  with  the  clock 
face,   4,650  square  feet;    466  Bush  Street,   5,675  square 
feet;  the  new  office  that  was  recently  proposed  next  to 
the  Notre  Dame  Church  on  Bush  Street,   1911  square  feet 
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for  the  site,   and  they  proposed  a  multi-story 

high-rise.  C.1-2 

The  contributory  buildings   in  conservation 
districts  with  low  height  limits  would  not  redevelop 
the  sites.     This  is  also  not  indicative  of  what  would 
actually  happen.     Just  on  Front  Street  alone,  with  a 
very  low  75-foot  height  limit,   if  you  look  at  those 
buildings,  almost  all  of  them,   a  hundred  percent  of 
them,   could  double  their  available  floor  area  within 
the  75-foot  height  limit  allowed. 

There  is  also  the  assumption  that  the  supply 
of  new  space  will  only  keep  pace  with  the  market  trends 
and  demand  for  office  space.     And  it's  my  observation, 
although  it  certainly  is  not  a  trained  economist's 
point  of  view,  that  supply  is  as  much  a  function  of 
interest  rates  availability,   national  patterns  of 
shifting  development,   local   regulations,   and  the  number 
of  entrepreneurs  looking  for  deals  to  make  in  the 


C.1.2 


community.     And  San  Francisco  certainly  has  its  share 


of  deal-makers. 


C.1.1 


I  have  prepared  a  slide  presentation  of  about 
30  contributory  buildings  that  are  representative  of 
all  of  the  threatened  buildings  on  the  list,   and   I  will 
hold  this  for   the  ordinance  hearing,   but  would 
certainly  welcome  the  informal   opportunity  of  showing 
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these  representative  samples  to  the  staff  or  to  the 
Commission  at  some  other   time.     This  would  provide  a 
visual  sense  of  the  specific  contributory  buildings 
threatened  by  the  Plan's  policy  to  allow  demolition  as 
a  matter  of  right  for  these  structures.     Most  of  them 
occupy  less  than  two-thirds  of  the  available  TDR,  most 
are  in  Subareas  1  and  6,  where  the  value  of  the  TDR  may 
not  be  as  great  as  the  site  development,  and  most  are 
lower  than  the  height  limits  would  otherwise  permit.  Z.I 

In  summary,   I  would  have  to  ask  the  rhetorical 
question:     Is  the  glass  of  preservation  that  is  offered 
by  the  Downtown  Plan  half  empty  or  half  full?  Only 
one-third  of  Heritage-rated  buildings  are  included  in 
the  Plan,     Only  19  percent,   or  one-fifth,  of  Heritage- 
rated  buildings  are  required  to  be  preserved.  Nearly 
20  percent  of  the  Plan's  listed  buildings,  all  of  the 
four  categories,   are  predicted  to  be  demolished  by 
2000,  by  the  EIR.     This  is  probably  underestimated.  It 
represents  more  than  a  third  of  all  of  the  contributory 
buildings. 

In  spite  of  this,  we  believe  that  the  Downtown 
Plan  represents  a  major  step  forward  in  the 
preservation  of  downtown  San  Francisco's  architectural 
heritage.     But  the  DEIR  clearly  demonstrates  that 
improvements  are  needed.     And  what  is  needed?  I 
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believe  that  various  subal ternat ives  should  be  included 
in  the  DEIR,   and  these  should  be  adopted  by  the 
Commission  as  changes  to  the  Plan  and  the  proposed 

C.2 

ordinance. 

First,   the  Planning  Commission  should  retain 
Conditional  Use  authority  to  approve  or  deny  demolition 
of  contributory  buildings  —  Categories  3  and  4  —  on  a 
case-by-case  basis.     This  does  not  mean  that  we 
recommend  that  all  of  these  buildings  should  be 

C.2. 2 

preserved . 

Two.     TDR  transfers  should  be  limited  to 

within  the  same  zoning  district,   except  for  transfers 

from  C-3-0  and  C-3-R,  which  should  be  permitted  to 

C-3-0  SD,   Special  Development  District.     That  is, 

transfers  from  the  C-3-G  and  the  C-3-S,   which  are  now 

permitted  by  the  Plan,   should  not  be  permitted  beyond 

the  boundaries  of  those  subdistr icts ,   or   to  SD.  This 

change  would  help  prevent  the  market  for  TDR's  from 

being  flooded  because  of  their  being  able  to  be  used  in 

C.2.1 

the  SD  in  computation  from  those  from  C-3-0  and  C-3-R. 

H.4.2 

Furthermore,   the  gross  floor  area  of  existing 
significant  and  contributory  buildings  in  the  C-3-R  and 
C-3-0  Districts  should  be  calculated  in  the  same  manner 
as  buildings  under  the  Code  Sections  102.8  and  102.10 
through  15  for  TDR  purposes  —  that  is,   for  example. 
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additional  FAR  should  be  transferable  from  these  sites 
if  the  ground  floor  areas  are  devoted  to  convenience 
retail,  not  just  using  this  rule  for  new  structures, 

This,  by  the  way,   would  give  a  slight 
multiplier  effect  or  benefit  to  those  buildings  that 
are  transfering  from  those  TDK's  where  they're 
competing  for  the  value  of  the  very  highest  priced  land 
in  San  Francisco  so  that  they  could  have  an  edge  over 

H.4.2 

transfers  from  other  subdi st r icts . 

Fourth,   the  base  allowable  FAR  in  the  C-3-G 
and  C-3-S  Districts  should  be  reduced  by  the  same 
general  proportion  as  that  based,  as  base  FAR ' s  in  the 
C-3-0  and  C-3-R  have  already  been  reduced  by  the 
proposed  plan  —  that  is,  between  28  and  40  percent. 
We  recommend  that  the  base  FAR  in  the  C-3-G  should  be 
six-to-one,  not  eight-to-one.     That  would  represent  a 
40  percent  reduction,   the  same  is  being  reduced  in  the 
C-3-0  District,   and  the  base  FAR  in  the  C-3-S  should  be 
five-to-one  rather  than  six-to-one,  which  is  a  28 
percent  reduction  from  the  existing,   compared  —  the 
same  proportion  as  has  been  reduced  in  the  C-3-R 

C.2.1 

District.  H.4.2 

These  reductions  would  substantially  reduce 
the  supply  of  available  TDR  that  could  be  usable  in  the 
SD,  or  Special  Development  District,   by  approximately  a 
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million  square  feet,   using  just  gross  proportions.  It 

would  also  help  maintain  a  reasonable  price  for   the  TDR 

in  all  subareasr  and  it  would  treat  all  property  owners 

in  the  downtown  zoning  districts  equally,   rather  than 

some  being  wiped  out  and  others  receiving  a  windf all .  C.2.1 

Without  these  changes,   the  architectural  and 

historic  qualities  of  downtown  San  Francisco  could  be 

changed  irretrievably  by  1990  and  2000.     And  it  is 

clearly  not  spelled  out  adequately  in  the  Downtown  EIR 

C.I. 2 

what  happens  after  2000  .  3  2 

One  other  point  I  would  like  to  highlight, 

though,   is  the  discrepancy  in  the  way  that  the  numbers 

of  buildings  threatened  by  the  proposed  Downtown  Plan 

alternative  are  explained  in  the  EIR.     And  I  have 

handed  out  a  table  of  the  different  results  of 

different  sections  of  the  EIR,  apparently  written  by 

different  people.     The  existing  building  —  summaries 

are:     1420  for   those  rated  by  Heritage;    485  in  all 

categories. of  the  Downtown  Plan  as  the  base  from  which 

C.1.1 

the  estimates  are  taken.  C.I. 2 

C.3.1 

The  estimates  for  demolition  in  the  DEIR  for 
the  summary  are:     84,   total  of  43  to  1990  and  41  to 
2000  ,   in  the  summary.  C.3.1 

In  the  Impacts  Section,   there  is  a  total  of  89 
buildings  of  A,   B,   C  Category  and  only  13   in  Categories 
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1  through  4,   compared  to  the  summary.  C.3.1 

In  the  evaluation  of  TDR  supply  and  demand  on 
Page  IV.B.72,   if  you  extrapolate  from  the  percentages 
suggested  by  those  figures,   it's  about  74  to  107 
buildings  that  are  contributory  buildings  alone  — 
Categories  3  and  4.     Clearly,   these  figures  should  be 
reconciled.     We  think  they  are,  by  and  large, 
underestimated,  given  the  assumptions  that  I  have 
commented  upon.     And  I  believe  that  it  points  the 
direction  to  the  Commission  that  you  must  retain 
discretion  over  contributory  building  demolitions,  and 
you  must  reduce  the  floor  area  base  in  the  C-3-G  and 
C-3-S  so  the  system  will  work.  H.4.2 
Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     John  Gross?  Gordon 
Chin,  to  be  followed  by  Bill  Kostura. 

MR.  CHIN:     Commissioners,   my  name  is  Gordon 
Chin.     I  represent  the  Chinatown  Neighborhood 
Improvement  Resource  Center.  Z.I 

I  think  a  number  of  previous  speakers  have 
noted  that  the  Downtown  Plan  is  notable  not  only  for 
what  is  included  but  for  what  is  excluded.     Mr.  Wada 
made  reference  to  the  fact  that  economic  diversity  is  a 
concept  that  has  been  excluded  in  the  Downtown  Plan. 
Similar  references  to  the  Mission  Bay  Project,  being 
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excluded.  E.I. 9  Z.I 

I  would  like  to  add  to  the  exclusions, 
Chinatown  as  a  neighborhood.      I  also,   like  many  other 
speakers,   tried  to  read  the  voluminous  document,  the 
Downtown  EIR  and  the  Downtown  Plan.     And  it  was  very 
easy  for  me  to  figure  out  how  many  passengers  and  how 
much  treatment  the  Chinatown  area  was  given  in  the 
Plan.     I  think  it's  also  important  to  point  out  that 
the  Downtown  Plan  cannot  be  looked  upon  in  a  vacuum, 
separate  from  its  treatment  and  its  impact  on  the 
Chinatown  area.        B.2.1    B.2.2    B.4   D.3.1    E.2.2.3  E.3.2  E.4.2  N.2 

The  Downtown  growth  rate,   which  will  cause 
hardships  to  many  residents  of  San  Francisco,  will 
especially  hurt  Chinatown's  quality  of  life  even  more. 
Increased  demands  for  housing,  parking,  and  open  space 
will  be  crippling  in  our  particular  neighborhood,  where 
the  shortage  of  these  necessities  in  urban  life  is  very 

well  known.  B.I  B.2  B.4  D.3.1    E.2.2.3   E.3.2  E.4.2  N.2 

C.2 

It  is  important  to  remember   that  downtown 
cannot  be  planned  without  looking  at  its  impact  on 
nearby  and  contiguous  neighborhoods  such  as  Chinatown. 
According  to  the  EIR,   the  Downtown  Plan  will  allow 
growth  to  attract  over  30,000   new  downtown  office 
workers  by  the  year  2000,   and  an  increase  of  a  thousand 
to  1500  new  units  which  will  be  necessary  each  year  to 
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house  them.     The  EIR  states  that,  quote,  "Housing 
growth  in  San  Francisco  will  not  increase  in  proportion 
to  C-3  District  job  growth."     I  would  like  to  ask: 
Where  are  these  people  going  to  live?     It  is  likely 
that  while  most  of  the  new  office  workers  and  the 
so-called  yuppies  will  not  be  moving  into  the  heart  of 
Grant  Avenue,   it  is  very  likely  they  will  be  competing 
for  housing  in  the  extended  Chinatown  area  and  lower 
slopes  of  Nob  Hill,  Bush  Street  Corridor,  and  in  North 
Beach,  particularly  competing,   indeed,  with  many 

B.4.2 

families  who  are  trying  to  move  out  of  Chinatown.  D.3.1 

While  the  Downtown  Plan  will   increase  the 
demand  for  housing,   the  mechanics  of  increasing  the 
supply  of  housing  as  proposed  is  very  vague. 
Affordabity,   unit  size,  location,  and  the  question  of 
ownership  versus  rental  are  not  addressed.     The  EIR 
says  of  the  Plan,  quote,    "Could  accelerate  the 
spillover  of  office  activities  into  Chinatown  and  North 
Beach,"  unquote.  B.4  D.4  D.5 

Obviously,  we  are  not  talking  about  vacant 
land.     We  are  talking  about  new  office  growth  in  and 
near  Chinatown  which  must  inevitably  displace  small 
businesses  and  housing.     Additionally,  we  must  remember 
also  that  new  housing  construction  to  relieve  the 
congestion  in  Chinatown  demands  some  public  policy 
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priority  for   new,   affordable  housing  development  in  and 
nearby  the  Chinatown  core  area,  ^,3  b.4  D.4  D.5  N.2 

Two  examples  of  such  sites  which  have  already 
been  lost  are  the  Savoy  Garage  sites  on  Columbus  Avenue 
and  the  Pacific  Montgomery  site,  both  new  office 
construction  and  both  sites  which  were  originally 
identified  in  the  Chinatown  701  Study  in  1972  as 
Chinatown  housing  sites.  Z.I 

The  EIR  is  also  quite  graphic  about  the  need 
for  new  transit  facilities  to  bring  new  office  workers 
to  and  from  their  jobs.     But  the  mechanisms  to  finance 
and  implement  the  necessary  transit  improvements, 
estimated  to  cost  over  billions  of  dollars,   is  not 
stated.     I  have  to  ask  what  impact  this  treatment 
growth  in  demand  for  transit  will  have  on  existing 
public  transit  lines  in  Chinatown  —  the  30  Stockton, 
the  15  Kearny,  and  the  No.   1  California.     Will  it  be 
possible  for  residents  in  Chinatown  to  get  on  a  No.  1 
California  bus  on  Sacramento  and  Grant  Avenue  during 
rush  hour  in  the  future?     Will   it  even  be  possible  to 
walk  on  Chinatown  streets?  E.2.1  E.2.2.3  E.4.1  E.5  E.6 

The  EIR,    in  assuming  optimistic  transit  growth 
and  that  3,000  city  residents  will  give  up  driving  to 
work  projects  a  6,000-space  parking  deficit.     And  I 
would  like  to  know  where  those  cars  will  park,     e.4.1  E.4.2 
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Portsmouth  Square  is  an  oasis  for  Chinatown  residents. 
A  recent  study  showed  over  16,000  people  enjoyed  that 
very  small  piece  of  open  space  daily.     I  would  like  to 
know  what  Portsmouth  Square  is  going  to  look  like  with 
250-foot  tall  buildings  within  a  block  of  Portsmouth 
Square.  H.3.1 

The  Planning  Department  is  now  embarking  on  a 
new  plan  for  the  Chinatown  area.     Certain  development 
options  for  Chinatown  may  even  be  perhaps  precluded  by 
a  shadow  gridlock-packed  neighborhood  created  by  the 
Downtown  Plan.     It  is  vitally  important  that  interim 
controls  be  instituted  in  the  Chinatown  area  to  protect 
us  from  the  spillover  growth  from  downtown.  A.3  E.3.2  N.2  Y.2 

In  conclusion,  we  would  just  like  to  urge  this 
Commission  to  remember  that  the  downtown  community,  if 
you  will,  cannot  be  planned  without  assessing  fully  the 
total  and  cumulative  impact  on  the  Chinatown 
neighborhood,  and  the  Downtown  Plan  should  not  go 
forward  without  a  serious  commitment  by  the  Planning 
Department  to  conclude  and  seriously  recommend  future 
comprehensive  plans  for  Chinatown.     Thank  you.    a.3  B.2  N.2 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Bill  Kostura,   and  then 
Esther  Marks,   and  then  Alan  Raznick. 

MR.   KOSTURA:     My  name  is  Bill  Kostura.  As 
many  of  you  have  noted,   the  Downtown  Plan  allows  growth 
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that  will  greatly  increase   transit  demands,   and  the 
Draft  EIR  seems  to  accept  this  growth  based  on  a  growth 
in  transit  capacity  that  will  almost  certainly  not 
happen.     I  believe  the  entire  transit  section  of  the 
EIR  needs  to  be  reevaluated  based  on  a  realistic  look 
at  the  amount  of  increased  transit  capacity  that  will 
truly  occur.  E.2.1  E.2.7 

To  quote  from  the  EIR  on  Page  Roman  numeral 
IV.E.24,   the  EIR  states,    "Capacity  improvements 
proposed  in  the  current  cycle   (1983  to  1988)  of 
Five-Year  Plans  have  been  assumed  to  be  in  place  by 
1990.     Additional  capacity  increases  have  been  assumed 
to  be  in  place  by  the  year  2000  ."  Z.I  E.2.1 

Yet  on  Page  J. 25  to  26  of  Volume  II,   the  EIR 
contradicts  this  by  admitting,    "These  increased 
capacities  will  almost  certainly  not  be  attained."  E.2.1 

To  quote  from  the  Appendix,    "For  1990,  Muni 
capacities  are  assumed  to  increase  on  the  basis  of 
line-by-line  improvements  shown  on  the  1983  to  1988 
short-range  Transit  Plan.     Capacity  increases  are  not 
solely  a  function  of  planned  vehicle  acquisitions, 
however.     In  order  to  expand  service,   it  is  necessary 
to  fund  both  capital  and  operating  expenditures. 
Expansion  of  current  service  requires  additional  funds 
that  have  not  been  appropriated  for  drivers,  mechanics. 
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and  other  support  staff.     It  appears  likely  that 
capital  projects  would  be  fully  funded,  whereas  funding 
for  operational  expenditures  would  be  uncertain  in  the 
future.     Subsidies  from  Federal  sources  for  operational 
expenditures  have  been  declining  in  recent  years  and 
are  expected  to  be  discontinued  by  1989.     The  formula 
disbursements  from  State  sources  are  not  expected  to 
grow  sufficiently  to  meet  the  loss  of  Federal  funds. 
Local  subsidies  require  annual  appropriations  and  thus 
are  subject  to  competition  from  other  locally-funded 
programs."  E.2.1  E.2.7 

Thus,   the  increases  in  transit  capacity  that 
are  assumed  to  take  place  in  Volume  I  of  the  EIR  are 
highly  questionable,  whether  they  will  take  place, 
according  to  Volume  II  of  that  same  EIR.  E.2.1 

This  contradiction  must  be  resolved  in  the 
Final  EIR,     In  fact,   the  impacts  of  the  Downtown  Plan 
on  local   transit  systems  and  the  effect  if  capacity  is 
not  increased  must  be  analyzed  in  the  Final  EIR,  e,i  e.2.1. 3 

I  believe  future  high-rise  development  must 
not  be  allowed  until  it  is  shown  that  increased  transit 
capacity  is  definitely  obtainable,   i.e.,  the  money  for 
transit  improvement  is  in  hand.     Even  current 
conditions  are  intolerable.     As  a  taxi  driver,   I  can 
tell  you  that  when  I  leave  the  taxi  yard  at  5:00  p.m. 
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at  South  of  Market,    I  avoid  the  core  downtown  area, 
where  the  demand  for  my  service   is  greatest,   because  of 
current  gridlock   traffic  conditions  which  prevent  my 
getting  to  patrons.     I  can  tell  you  that  most  other 
taxi  drivers  do  the  same.     Right  outside  the  taxi  yard, 
there  exists  gridlock  conditons  on  streets  South  of 
Market  feeding  into  freeways.     There  is  gridlock  right 
now.     I  have  stood  near  some  of  these  onramps  and 
watched  traffic  light  after  traffic  light  change  with 
no  movement  in  traffic.  E.2.1.2  E.3.2 

As  far  as  transit  goes,   recently  I  did  my  own 
informal  Muni  Metro  traffic  count  at  Van  Ness  Station 
during  p.m.   rush.     So  here  is  an  example  of  a  detailed 
traffic  count  that  you  don't  see  in  the  EIR.     From  4:30 
to  5:45  p.m.,   58  LRV  cars  passed  outbound  through  Van 
Ness  Station.     On  the  average,   there  were  50  standees 
per  car.     And  31  of  these  cars,   or  53  percent,   had  over 
60  standees  per  car,   near  crush  loads.  E.2.2 

At  the  worse  point,   consecutive  N  Judah  cars 
had  about  60,   70,   75,   70,   80  and   90   standees  per  car. 
I  would  have  thought  these  figures  impossible  before  I 
attempted  the  counts  themselves.     These  figures  are 
possible  only  because  of  the  fairly  wide  amount  of 
standing  space  in  the  middle  of  the  car  and  at  the 
doors  and  if  you  crush  these  people  like  sardines.  E.2.2 
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Does  the  EIR  consider  whether  these  day  in  and 
day  out  conditions  are  acceptable  or  should  be  eased? 
There  is  no  discussion  of  this.     It  does  promise  that 
transit  demands  and  the  traffic  crush  will  increase 
very  significantly,  and  that  the  traffic  capacity 
increases,  which  are  assumed  in  Volume  I,  are  not 
likely  to  happen,  as  I  quoted  from  the  appendices  in 
Volume   II.  E.I. 3  E.2.1  E.2.2.1 

I  suggest,  why  not  an  alternative  Downtown 

Plan  which  allows  no  new  high-rises  until  existing 

conditions,  which  are  intolerable,  are  softened  and 

until  all  new  strains  in  the  City  caused  by  future 

development  are  mitigated  —  not  only  in  traffic  and  in 

transit,   but  in  housing,  blue  collar  jobs,  and  some  of 

the  other  factors  that  have  been  talked  about  today. 

B.4.1    B.5.1   B.5.5  P.2 

Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:  Next? 

MS.   NURRE:     Esther  Marks  has  kindly  traded  her 

time  with  me.     Mr.  President  and  members  of  the 

Commission,  my  name  is  Jane  Nurre.     I  am  speaking  as  an 

Z.I 

individual  today. 

I  reject  the  goal  of  the  Downtown  Plan,  that 
San  Francisco  should  be  a  financial  center  and 
therefore  awash  with  high-rise  development.  There 
exists  no  evidence  that  this  goal  is  a  benefit  to  the 
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residents  of  San  Francisco.     The  primary  goal  of  the 

residents  of  San  Francisco  is  that  the  City  —  the 

whole  City  —  should  be  a  liveable  city.  A.I 

The  goal  of  a  financial  center   saturated  with 
high-rise  building  is  a  goal  of  wealth,  made  official 
by  a  pliant  and  unaccountable  bureaucracy.  This 
proposal,   if  accepted,  will  bring  more  commuters,  more 
packed-full  buses,  more  shadowed  and  wind  tunnel-like 
streets,  more  gridlocked  intersections,  more  air 
pollution,   the  loss  of  affordable  housing  and  a 
destruction  of  local  businesses  and  jobs.     This  is  not 
what  we  want.  A.I  Z.I 

Clearly,   this  proposal   is  an  environmental 
deficit  for  us  all  now  and  for  all  future  residents  of 


this  City. 

Thank  you. 
(Applause ] 

MR.  RAZNICK:     I'm  Alan  Raznick,  President  of 
the  Coalition  for  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods.  I'll 
present  today  an  overview  of  our  position  on  the 
Downtown  Plan  and  Draft  EIR.     Our  statements  on 
housing,  on  transportation  and  on  TDR  open  space  are 
not  ready  today.     We  hope  to  be  able  to  give  those  at 
another  session  of  the  Commission.     We  do  appreciate, 
incidentally,   the  extension  of  30  days  for  written 
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comments.     We  hope  there  is  another  session  to  present 

oral  testimony.  S.I. 3 

Our  presentation  is  critical  of  the  Downtown 

Plan  and  its  EIR.     This  is  because  the  documents,  in 

our  view,   skirt  the  major  issues.  Although 

understated,   they  describe  the  immediacy  of  downtown 

commercial  growth.     However,   they  only  give  us  the  hope 

for  sufficient  housing  and  transit  capacity.     Such  an 

equation  is  not  acceptable.     Yet  despite  our 

opposition,  we  feel  that  the  process  of  bringing  these 

issues  before  the  public  is  a  constructive  one, with 

changes  that  meaningfully  address  the  issues  we  raise, 

and  we  hope  that  we  could  endorse  the  Plan  at  some 

point.  A.I    B.4.2    D.3.1  D.5    E.2  E.6 

S.I 

The  coalition's  desire  for  San  Francisco  of 
the  year  2000  is  a  vital  city  with  the  kind  of  economic 
and  social  diversity  that  has  been  its  hallmark.  We 
envision  a  city  that  is  still  hospitable  to  families 
and  offers  employment  opportunities  in  maritime,  in 
light  industry,  and  has  a  significant  social  service 
sector.     We  envision  a  city  that  has  made  significant 
progress  in  solving  its  housing  and  transportation 
problems  despite  continued  growth.  A.I  Z.I 

To  achieve  this  vision  is  to  reject  some  of 
the  underlying  assumptions  implicit  in  the  Downtown 
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Plan  and  Draft  EIR.     Most  significantly,  we  do  not 
believe  we  have  an  obligation  to  receive  whatever 
commercial  growth  is  imposed  by  the  private  sector,  a. i  Z.I 

In  addition,  we  believe  that  the  residents  of 
this  City  have  an  inherent  right  to  liveability,  and 
that  this  right  is  more  significant  than  the 
developer's  rights  to  profit.  A.I  2.1 

The  next  16  years  of  downtown  commercial 
growth  present  a  threat  to  the  City  unparalleled  since 
the  freeway  development  crisis  of  the  1960 's.  The 
residents  rose  up  to  stop  the  insanity  of  freeways 
through  Golden  Gate  Park  and  many  of  their 
neighborhoods.     The  environmental  impacts  of  the 
Downtown  Plan  as  it  is  presently  conceived  constitutes 
just  as  serious  a  threat  and  must  be  similarly 
rejected.  A.I  Z.I 

The  Draft  EIR  concedes  severe  adverse 
environmental  consequences  from  projected  downtown 
development.     However,  the  situation  appears  to  us  to 
be  much  more  alarming.     We  believe  that  the  downtown 
growth  rate  is  understated  and  that  the  likelihood  of 
sufficient  housing  and  transit  accommodations  is 
overstated.     For  example,   the  Plan  assumes  an  annual 
growth  rate  within  C-3  of  1.5  million  square  feet  for 
the  next  —  this  is  annual  —  for  the  next  six  years. 
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reducing  to  a  rate  of  about  840,000  square  feet  a  year 

for  the  following  decade,   an  average  of  about  i  .i  B.1.2 

D.3.1  D.3.3.3  E.2.1 

million  square  feet  for  the  next  16  year  s .  E.2. 1.2 

How  comfortable  is  such  a  projection,   for  it 

suggests  a  decrease  in  the  rate  of  growth?    We  believe 

that  these  projections  significantly  understate  the 

commitments  made  by  the  Commission  and,  even  more 

particularly,  the  potential  number  of  project 

B.1.1 

applications  currently  under  review  by  the  Department .8.1.2 

The  Draft  EIR's  projections  assume  a 

substantial,  almost  immediate,   falloff  in  applications 

once  the  Plan  is  adopted.     We  believe  that  such  a 

statement  in  the  Draft  EIR  is  based  on  wishful 

thinking,  and  request  that  the  documentation  for 

projected  growth,  both  within  and  outside  the  C-3  B,1.1 

8.1. 2 

District,  be  updated  to  1984  and  furnished  the  public.  8.2 

Because  of  these  uncertainties,  we  don't 
believe  it's  fair  to  ask  the  public  to  place  reliance 
on  the  assumptions  that  somehow  sufficient  housing  and 
transit  will  materialize.     In  your  future 
deliberations.   Commissioners,   you  should  be  considering 
housing  and  transit  commitments,   not  hopeful  plans  — 
particularly  where  the  lead  times  in  building  transit 
capacity  are  as  long  or  longer  than  for  building 
downtown  office  buildings.     I  repeat  —  the  certainty 
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of  downtown  growth,  balanced  against  the  hope  of 
sufficient  housing  and  transit,   is  not  an  acceptable 
equation  to  our  membership.  D.2.2    D.3.1  D.3.2  E.2  E.6  P. 2 

Consequently,   I  wish  to  propose  a  mitigation 
measure  designed  to  respond  to  the  uncertainty  of 
whether  sufficient  housing  and  transit  capacity  will 
materialize.     I  propose  that  the  rate  of  commercial 
development  in  the  greater  downtown  area  —  not  just 
within  C-3  —  be  linked  to  increases  in  housing  and 
transit  capacity.     Provisions  to  achieve  and  enforce 
this  mitigation  measure  should  be  added  to  the  proposed 
legislation  implementing  the  Downtown  Plan.     It  is 
practical  to  do  this.     Methodology  exists.  e.6    P. 2 

Our  proposal  would  involve  the  establishment 
of  a  schedule  of  downtown  growth  which  would  be.  tied  to 
a  schedule  of  housing  development  and  transit 
development  over  the  next  16  years.     Each  year,   each  of 
these  schedules  would  be  updated  based  on  the  latest 
data  and  the  rate  of  growth  during  the  preceding  year. 
If  the  projected  rate  of  housing  or  transit  development 
fails  to  be  met,   the  rate  of  commercial  office 
development  in  the  greater  downtown  area  would  be 
proportionally  reduced.  P«2 

The  need  for  this  mitigation  is  recognized  in 
the  Draft  EIR,  where  at  Page  5.E.1  it  states,   and  I 
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quote,    "...    if  the  Plan,   or  proposals  similar  in 
nature  or  intent,  are  not  followed,   the  growth  rate  may 
need  to  be  slowed  as  a  matter  of  deliberate  public 
policy,"  end  quote.  P*2 

We  urge  that  this  concept  be  taken  to  its 
logical  conclusion,   that  if  the  housing  and 
transportation  measures  on  which  the  Downtown  Plan  is 
predicated  are  not  followed,  the  growth  rate  must  be 
slowed,  as  there  is  no  assurance  that  sufficient 
housing  or  transit  capacity  will  materialize.     Even  in 
the  short  run,  we  ask  for  these  measures  now, 
particularly  since  the  bulk  of  the  proposed  downtown 
growth  will  occur  during  the  next  few  years.  Waiting 
five  years  will  be  too  late.  P»2 

This  suggested  approach  is  preferable  to  fixed 
annual  limits,  for  it  allows  expanded  commercial 
development  —  if  sufficient  supporting  infrastructure 

and  adequate  mitigation  measures  are  implemented.  I 

1 

This  approach  would  restrict  such  development  and 
minimize  the  resulting  adverse  impacts  on  our 
residents. 

Such  an  approach  has  the  further  advantage  of 
securing  the  political  commitment  of  the  development 
community  to  securing  sufficient  housing  and  transit 
capacity.     Their  self-interested  support  could  be  a  I 
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powerful  force  in  making  sure  that  the  necessary 
mitigation  measures  are  realized.  P. 2. 4 

We  fear  that  any  any  other  approach,   save  low 
annual  fixed  limits,  spells  disaster  for  residents  of 
what  is  a  wonderful  city,  a  wonderful  place  to  live. 
Please  help  us  keep  it  that  way.  p.i   p. 2 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Alan,   do  you  have  an 
extra  copy  of  that? 

MR.  RAZNICK:     Not  an  entirely  legible  one.  I 
will  supply  one. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Would  you,   as  quickly 
as  you  can? 

MR.   RAZNICK:  Yes. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     We  will  take  a  short 
recess  for  the  court  reporter.     The  next  speaker,  when 
we  start  again,  will  be  Brad  Paul,  and  then  Linda 
Chapman . 

[Short  recess] 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Ladies  and  gentlemen, 
can  we  reconvene,  please. 

All   right.     The  next  speaker   is  Brad  Paul. 

MR.   PAUL:     Mr.   President  and  members  of  the 
Commission,  my  name  is  Brad  Paul,   and  I  am  speaking  for 
the  North  of  Market  Planning  Coalition.     The  Coalition 
will  be  submitting  written  comments  in  the  next  few 
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days  or  next  few  weeks,  and  we  are  going  to  be  speaking 
this  afternoon  mostly  about  the  impacts  on  the 
Tenderloin  and  the  aspects  of  the  downtown  EIR  that 
affect  the  Tenderloin.  B.4.2  Z.I 

But  I  would  like  to  say  that  I  think  the  major 
shortcoming  of  this  document,  both  practically  and 
legally  speaking,   is  the  lack  of  a  broader  vision  in 
the  discussion  of  the  City  beyond  the  C-3  District, 
particularly  in  the  case  of  Mission  Bay,  and  also,  as 
you  have  heard  from  previous  speakers,  on  a  regional 

analysis  of  the  impact  of  downtown  development. 

B.2.1  B.2.2   D.3.1  D.3.2.3    E.1.5  E.1.9  N.3 

And  I'd  like  to  give  one  example  of  that.  We 

have  a  member  named  Janis,  who  was  a  member  up  till 
about  a  year  ago,  a  physically  disabled  person  on  SSI. 
Her  rent  at  different  hotels  in  the  Tenderloin  went 
from  about  $100  a  month  to  $260  a  month.     At  that 
point,  she  moved  to  a  residential  hotel  in  Oakland, 

Z.1 

where  she  got,  again,   that  room  for  about  $140  a  month. 

But  I  think  that  says  something  that  is  not 
addressed  in  the  EIR,  and  that  is  that  our  poorest 
residents  that  are  forced  out  and  displaced  through 
gentr if ication  end  up  moving  to  places  like  Oakland, 
Berkeley,  Richmond  and  the  East  Bay  because  there  are 
slightly  cheaper  rents  there.  B.4.2 

So,   for  people  that  were  speaking  earlier  from 
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the  East  Bay,   our  development  contains  sort  of  a  double 
whammy         the  office  workers  that  move  to  the  area  to 
take  these  jobs  and  who  don't  live  in  San  Francisco, 
who  live  in  the  East  Bay,   are  competing  with  the 
existing  neighborhood  residents  for  housing.  D.3.2.3 

And  then  the  office  workers  that  end  up  living 
here  and  competing  with  existing  residents  and 
displacing  them,   the  displaced  residents  can  end  up 
moving  to  the  East  Bay  and  competing  with  local 
residents  for  housing.     So  they  get  it  both  ways.  D.3.2.3 

I'd  like  to  focus  mostly  right  now  on  the 
Tenderloin  and  Section  IV.B.52  —  again,   an  interesting 
number  for  that  section  --  is  on  existing  housing, 
Section  IV. 52.     And  the  section  I  am  referring  to  says 
that,    "The  forecasts  of  C-3  District  housing  in  2000 
assumes  that  there  are  no  changes  in  the  1990  housing 
stock.     For  residential  hotels,   it  is  assumed  that  the 
Residence  Hotel  Conversion  and  Demolition  Ordinance 
would  continue  to  protect  the  existing  residential 
hotel  units  in  the  C-3  District."  B.4.2 

Well,   I  have  some  sad  news.     I  wish  I  could 
say  it  was  the  hotel  ordinance  that  protects  units 
right  now,   residential  hotel  units.     But,   really,  it's 
the  slump  in  tourism  that  has  saved  most  the  units  — 
because  of  three  major  loopholes  in  that  ordinance. 

 —  I 
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One  is:     Who  has  standing  to  challenge  a  conversion. 
The  second  is  the  summer/winter  clause,  which  allows 
owners  to  convert  any  residential  unit  to  tourist  use 
for  five  months  of  the  year,  what's  called  "summer." 
And  the  third  loophole  is  the  40  percent  buyout.  You 
can  buy  your  way  out  of  units  that  are  classified  in 
the  Unit  Usage  Report  as  residential  by  paying  40 
percent  of  the  replacement  cost.     Now,  originally  it 
was  thought  that  the  City  in  Section  VIII  could  make  up 
the  other  60  percent.     But  Section  VIII  in  the  Federal 
subsidies  are  gone.  B.4.2 

In  Chinatown  —  and  this  is  part  of  what  you 
heard  in  the  discussion  of  the  Chinatown  moratorium  on 
hotel  conversions  —  there  are  developers  willing  to 
pay  the  40  percent  buyout.     I  am  afraid  we  are 
beginning  to  see  on  the  Bush  Street  corridor  and  along 
Geary,   if  you've  been  reading,  particularly  in  Herb 
Caen's  column  recently,   all  the  talk  of  converting  old 
residential  hotels  to  high  tech  bed-and-br eakf ast .  We 
are  going  to  see  the  same  problem  soon  in  the 
Tenderloin.  B.4.2 

But,  again,   let  me  give  you  just  one  example 
to  illustrate  this.     There  was  a  hotel  across  the 
street  from  the  Cadillac  called  the  P  and  W,  which 
until  a  few  years  ago  was  35  residential  units. 
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Several  years  ago,   the  owner  hired  some  managers  to 
clear   the  building.     And  this  meant  basic  strong-arming 
and  threatening  of  tenants.     A  handful  resisted.  They 
were  paid  a  little  bit  of  money,   several  hundred 
dollars,  to  move.     And  the  owner  had  a  vacant  building, 
then  turned  around  and  leased  it  six  months  later   to  an 
operator  who  operates  it  now  as  the  St.  George  Hotel 
for  mostly  Western  European  students  traveling  in  the 
United  States.  B.4.2 

The  Unit  Usage  Report  on  that  hotel  says  that 
it's. a  hundred  percent  residential.     It  is  in  fact  a 
hundred  percent  tourist.     Now,   what  can  somebody  do 
about  that?     Our  so-called  conversion  ordinance  says 
that  you  have  to  be  a  current  resident  to  challenge,  or 
you  can  be  an  organization  like  ours   ...   if  you  can 
find  three  or  more  tenants  who  have  lived  in  that 
building  not  more  than  90  days  ago.     But  if  you  haven't 
rented  to  permanent  residents  for  more  than  90  days, 
that's  impossible.  B.4.2 

Recently,   however,   there  was  one  person  who 
had  been  there  about  35  days,  went  to  the  Tenderloin 
Housing  Clinic  and  tried  to  challenge,   and  BBI  ended  up 
ruling  after  the  hearing  that  they  could  only  prove  he 
had  been  there  24  days,   so  they  couldn't  sustain  the 
challenge.     When  we  questioned  people  from  BBI  about 
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that,   their  response  was:     Well,   this  guy  will  get  the 
message  eventually  if  we  keep  on  his  case  that  he  has  a 
problem.     And  my  response  to  that,  quite  frankly,  was 
to  just  "give  me  a  break."     This  guy  has  just  learned  a 
very  simple  lesson.     If  he  doesn't  rent  to  anybody  for 
more  than  31  days,   there  will  never  be  anybody  with  the 
standing  to  challenge  his  conversion,  and  he  will  be 
able  to  break  the  law  from  now  to  the  year  2000.  And 
those  35  units^  which  say  on  his  little  slip  of  paper 
in  the  lobby,   "residential,"  will  remain  tourist.  That 
is  the  primary  problem.  B.4.2 

Now,   I've  got  something  here  that  I  would  like 
to  pass  out  quickly  to  members  of  Commission.     This  is 
a  flier  —  just  so  you  know  we  haven't  been  asleep  on 
this  issue.     This  is  a  flier  we  passed  out  to  our 
members.     We  have  been  attempting,   along  with  groups  in 
Chinatown  and  the  Inner  Mission  and  South  of  Market  to 
amend  the  ordinance  so  that  it  is  enforceable.     And  if 
you  look  at  the  date  on  this,   this  is  to  come  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  for  a  hearing  on  amendments  to 
strengthen  the  Hotel  Conversion  Ordinance.     The  date  on 
this  is  Monday,   July  26  ,   1982  .  B.4.2 

I  won't  mention  any  names,   but  a  certain 
person  in  the  City  Attorney's  Office  who  you  no  longer 
have  to  deal  with,  but  you  used  to,  bottled  this  thing 
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up  for  two  and  a  half  years  under  the  pretext  of, 
because  the  law  was  being  challenged,  we  couldn't  do 
anything  to  change  it,  even  if  we  did  environmental 
review.  B.4.2 

Well,   she  is  no  longer  there.     But  the 
ordinance  is  still  over  in  the  City  —  the  amendments 
are  still  over  in  the  City  Attorney's  office.  You'll 
be  hearing  them  soon,  and  I  hope  you'll  act  on  them 
quickly.     Because,   really,   it's  luck  that's  preventing 
a  lot  of  the  conversions.     With  the  Democratic 
Convention  coming  up  and  the  possiblity  that  tourism 
may  pick  up,  we  would  lose  a  lot  more  units.     But  it's 
not  the  hotel  conversion  ordinance  that's  stopping  the 
conversions  from  happening.     And  I  think  we  either  have 
to  deal  with  that  quickly  or  really  change  that  part  of 
the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  that  states  that,   because  it's 
just  not  true.  B.4.2 

The  next  section  I'd  like  to  look  at  is  on  the 
next  page,  where  it  says,    "The  Downtown  Plan  proposes 
that  several  areas  within  the  current  C-3  District  with 
large  amounts  of  housing  be  removed  from  the  C-3 
District  zoning."     And  they  specifically  mention  zoning 
for  this  housing  will  be  changed  in  a  North  of  Market 
Mixed  Use  District.     I  won't  repeat  any  of  the 
testimony  that  you  heard  last  week  about  our  problems 
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with  the  density  increases  in  a  Mixed  Use  District,  but 
I  think  we  have  to  look  at  that  —  and  we  will  be 
presenting  you  with  some  of  the  transcript  from  that 
hearing  as  part  of  our  written  comments  —  when  you  try 
to  look  at  ways  to  protect  that  housing  and  how 
complicated  it  is.     I  don't  think  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  really  speaks  to  that 
sufficiently.  B.4.2  Y.2 

The  third  point  in  this  section  is  that  for 
housing  remaining  under  C-3  District  zoning,  about  55 
percent  of  the  1990  housing  space,   the  forecast  assumes 
that  the  Plan's  policies  would  protect  existing 
housing.  B.4.2 

Now,   in  this  area,  again,   I'd  like  to  use  a 
specific  example  to  show  that  the  protections,  even  if 
enacted,   are  only  as  good  as  the  enforcement 
mechanisms.     Last  week  you  heard  the  North  Beach 
rezoning  to  protect  housing  above  the  first  floor.  And 
as  many  of  you  remember,  when  we  were  here  for  the  1000 
Montgomery  hearings,   I  presented  a  survey  of  the 
housing  that  could  be  lost  south  of  Broadway.     And  at 
that  time,   you  incorporated  in  the  RC-4  area  things 
between  Broadway  and  Pacific  and  roughly  Battery  and 
Powell  Street,  about  400  units.  B.4-2 

I,  two  and  a  half  years  ago,  had  to  leave 
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where  I  lived,  at  41  Osgood,  because  the  owner  said  he 
had  to  do  substantial  rehab  to  bring  it  up  to  code  as 
residential.     I  visited  my  old  apartment  four  weeks 
ago,  and  what  I  found  was  $2,50  a  square  foot 
commercial  space.     This  is  in  total  violation  of  what 
you  intended,  and,  I  believe,  the  law.  B.4.2 

There  was  a  commercial  tenant  in  that  building 
on  the  ground  floor  space  who  called  BBI  on  numerous 
occasions  to  complain.     She  knew  what  you  had  done. 
She  knew  they  had  to  go  for  a  conditional  use  permit  to 
get  this  kind  of  conversion.     They  haven't.     And  what 
she  was  told  by  one  of  the  inspectors  at  BBI  was  that 
he  had  seen  the  plans,  they  showed  kitchens  and 
bathrooms,  therefore  it  was  residential.     And  he  didn't 
come  out  to  do  a  site  visit.     Now,  she  complained.  She 
knew  the  system,  how  it  works.     She  called  BBI,  and 
that  is  the  satisfaction  she  got.  B.4.2 

Yesterday  I  submitted  to  the  Commission  and  to 
Bob  Passmore  a  letter  detailing  this  problem  and 
documenting  it.     Hopefully  we'll  be  able  to  do 
something  about  this  one  case,  but  it's  taken  two 
people  who  are  fairly  knowledgeable  about  this  process 
to  do  that,   if  we  do  it.     How  many  other  units  are 
being  converted?    This  same  man  who  owns  my  former 
residence,  I  understand,  just  bought  a  building  where 

B.4.2 
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the  Phoenix  Theater  is  on  Broadway,  a  vacant  apartment 
building.     And  I  would  think,   since  he  has  gotten  away 
with  it  once,  he  may  attempt  to  do  it  again.     But  I 
think  we  really  have  to  not  assume  that  because  we  pass 
a  law,  it  is  going  to  be  enforced  and  that  all  those 
units  are  going  to  be  protected.  B.4.2 

In  Section  V.D.2  under   "Mitigation,"  there  is 
a  statement,  there  are  two  statements,  one  on  that  page 
and  the  next  page,  which  I  think  say  a  lot  about  what 
is  in  the  the  EIR.     And  it  says,    "From  the 
perspective"  —  this  is  under   "Effects  On  The  City's 
Housing  Market"  —  "From  the  perspective  of  the  City's 
housing  market,  less  employment  growth  would  mean  less 
increase  in  the  competition  for  San  Francisco  housing." 
Now,  this  phrase,  which  appears  again  and  again, 
"competition  for  San  Francisco  housing,"  I  think  is  a 
sanitized  way  of  saying   "displacement  and 

gentr if  ication .  "  D.3.1 

But  what  I  want  to  focus  on  is   "would  mean 
less  increase."     The  next  page,   the  same  phrase  comes 
up,  slightly  changed.     It  says,    "Less  employment  growth 
would  mean  somewhat  less  increase  in  the  competition 
for  San  Francisco  housing."     And  from  then  on  in,  it's 
not  "less,"  it's   "somewhat  less."     It's  even  more 
qualified.  D.3.1 
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And  I'd  like  to  speak,  agairir  with  an  example 

or  several  examples  of  why  it's  important  to  understand 

the  subtle  difference.     The  rate  of  growth  we  are 

seeing  now  in  San  Francisco  has  a  drastic  effect  on 

gentr if ication  and  displacement.     You  are  familiar  with 

the  Ramada  Inn.     On  the  block  adjacent  to  the  Ramada 

Inn,   there  are  now  three  vacant  hotels.     The  Empress 

and  the  Mason  have  been  vacant  for  a  while.     The  Zee, 

if  you  were  reading  the  papers  two  weeks  ago,  was 

cleared  out  by  the  Health  Department.     There  are  in 

those  three  buildings  a  total  of  275  vacant  rooms. 

They're  all  basically  operating  the  same  way  right  now. 

They're  waiting  to  see  what  happens  in  the  neighborhood 

B  4  2 

with  development. 

Mr.  Glimidakis,  who  owns  the  Zee,  will  sell 
that  building  for  somewhere  between  two  and  $6  million, 
depending  on  which  day  you  talk  to  him.     He  believes, 
because  we  are  approving  the  kind  of  development  we  are 
nearby,  and  that  you  may  approve  Union  Square  West, 
that  it's  not  worth  it  to  him  to  keep  it  up  and  do  the 
Health  Code  work  that  would  need  to  be  done  to  keep  it 
open.     He  wants  to  sit  on  a  vacant  building  and  wait 
for  somebody  to  offer  him  $3  million.     Those  three 
buildings  are  within  a  half  a  block  of  the  Ramada. 

Another  block  away,  you've  got,  as  I 
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mentioned,  P  and  W,  35  units.     Up  on  Geary,  you've  got 
the  Paisley  Hotel,  which  is  now  the  Union  Square  Plaza. 
What  you  don't  know  about  that  is  that  75  of  the 
90-some  rooms  are  residential   in  the  Unit  Usage  Report, 
yet  the  owners  have  a  policy  of  conversion  to  tourist. 
And,  again,   it's  because  of  the  development  going  on  in 
the  Union  Square  area.     The  Somerton,  which  was  in  Herb 
Caen's  column  several  days  ago,   is  owned  by  something 
called  The  Hotel  Group.     Most  of  the  people  who  live 
there  are  permanent  residents,  many  of  them  members  of 
our  organization.     We  have  a  lawsuit  going  to  stop 
illegal  conversion,  because  we  happen  to  have,   in  that 
case,  a  couple  of  residents  who  filed  a  complaint.  B.4.2 

But,  again,   the  kind  of  development  going  on 
sends  certain  messages  to  property  owners  not  to  keep 
their  property  up,  to  let  it  stay  vacant,   and  basically 
bank  it  for  a  few  years  until  a  lucrative  land  use 
comes  up.  B.4.2 

Now,  you  can  try  to  legislate  that,  but  can 
you  imagine  if  you  and  the  City  propose  legislation 
that  forbids  an  owner  to  keep  a  building  vacant  for 
more  than  three  months?     Can  you  imagine  the  fun  that 
Quentin  Kopp  would  have  with  that  when  it  got  to  the 
full  board?  B.4.2 

The  other  alternative,   though,   is  to  take  away 
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the  incentive  for  that  kind  of  behavior,  and  that  is  to 

not  let  people  think  that^hatever  somebody  in  the 

private  sector  proposes  to  be  built  stands  a  good 

chance  of  being  built.     And  that  gets  back  to  my  first 

point  about  regional   impacts,  and  that  is  employment 

development  or  employment  growth.     I  don't  understand, 

and  it's  not  addressed  in  this  document,  why  500,000 

square  feet  —  if  we  had  a  500,000  square  foot  annual 

limit,  and  not  everybody  could  build  in  San  Francisco, 

I  feel  is  what's  really  needed  —  if  you  built  that 

500,000  square  foot  building  in  downtown  Oakland^, 

what's  the  problem?     For  San  Franciscans  who  get  jobs 

in  that  building,   it  may  mean,   instead  of  commuting  on 

Muni  for  45  minutes,   if  they  lived  in  the  Mission  they 

could  get  on  the  reverse  commute  on  BART  and  be.  to  work 

in  20  minutes.     They'd  get  to  work  faster.     For  the 

East  Bay  workers,   it  means  not  clogging  the  Transbay  B.4.2 

E.1.4.31 

Tube  on  BART,  not  going  on  the  Bay  Bridge,  but  being  E.2.3 

E.3.1 

closer  to  work.     It  reduces  the  transit  impacts.  P.I. 

The  one  area  where  it  might  create  a  problem 
would  be  in  property  taxes.     But  we  happen  to  believe 
the  1979  Sedway-Cooke  Report  that  said  that  even  before 
Prop  13,   high-rises  did  not  pay  their  own  way,  probably 
did  not  pay  their  own  way  in  terms  of  cost,  revenue, 
and  cost  to  the  City.     But  definitely  after  Prop  13, 
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they  didn't,  and  the  Sedway-Cooke  Report  said  by 

probably  as  much  as  25  percent.  Z.3 

So,   in  closing,   I'd  like  to  say  that  I 
think  —  in  our  neighborhood  we  have  learned  a  lot  from 
watching  developers.     And  one  of  the  things  developers 
do  is  operate  regionally.     Southern  Pacific  and  Sante 
Fe  is  one  company;   they  have  a  however  many  million 
square  foot  project  in  Mission  Bay,  and,  as  you  heard 
earlier,   three  or  four  million  square  feet  proposed  in 
Berkeley.     I  think  the  City  of  San  Francisco  has  to 
start  thinking  of  urban  development  and  office 
development  in  a  regional  context  and  look  at 
alternatives  that  may  push  some  development  to  Oakland, 

and  question  whether  or  not  that  is  bad  for  the  City. 

B.2.1    B.2.2    D.3.2.1  N.3 

The  employment  growth  is  there.  The 

opportunities  will  exist  for  San  Francisco  residents  on 
the  reverse  commute  to  get  there  quickly  and  will  still 
have,   at  half  a  million  square  feet,   a  lot  of 
development  and  job  or  employment  growth  here  in  San 
Francisco.  B.2.2  E.1.4.3 

Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:  Linda  Chapman. 

MS.  CHAPMAN:     I  am  Linda  Chapman  speaking  for 
Nob  Hill  Neighbors.     First  of  all,   for  the  record,  I 
want  to  mention  with  regard  to  the  opportunity  offered 
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for  public  comment,   that  while  we  are  pleased  to  hear 
that  the  written  comment  period  has  been  extended,  one 
of  the  planners  on  our  board  pointed  out  that  the  State 
requirement  regarding  public  comment  is  based  on  the 
assumption  that  an  EIR  will  generally  not  exceed  150 
pages.     And  we  have  an  EIR  that  represents  ten  times 
that  volume,   if  you  count  the  1100  pages  in  the  EIR 
itself  and  400  additional  pages  in  reports  that  are 
referenced  that  people  have  to  run  around  and  look  for.  S.I 

So,  by  parallel,   if  you  consider  the  size  of 
this  report,  you  would  be  allowing  300  days  for 
comment,   for  written  comments,  and  certainly  more  than 
one  public  hearing  seems  to  be  justified,   if  not  300 
days  for  written  comments.  S.I. 3 

I  want  to  echo,  getting  into  the  substance  of 

the  EIR,   I  want  to  echo  Gordon  Chin,  who  pointed  out 

how  much  impact  downtown  growth  has  on  nearby 

residential  neighborhoods.     And  Nob  Hill   is  one  of 

those  neighborhoods.     I  want  to  address  just  one  effect 

that  downtown  growth  is  having  on  Nob  Hill   right  now 

and  that  we  expect  is  going  to  be  intensified  by  any 

B.4.2 

future  downtown  office  development.  D.3.1  e.2.2.3    E.3.2  E.4.2 

There  is  no  discussion  in  the  EIR  at  all  of 
the  loss  of  residential  apartments  to  transient  use 
that  we've  been  able  to  find.     Brad  Paul  mentioned  how 
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inadequately  the  report  addresses  the  loss  of 

residential  hotels  to  transient  use.     But  there  is  no 

discussion  of  the  loss  of  apartments  to  timeshares  or 

to  short-term  rentals,  also  known  as  executive  suites. 

B.4.2 

Our  apartments,  which  used  to  be  homes  for 
people  in  our  neighborhood,  are  now  being  offered  by 
the  day,   by  the  week,   or  on  one-month  terms.  And 
they're  being  advertised  either  as  timeshares  or  as 
short-term  rentals  for  business  travelers,  for  the 
people  who  come  to  work  in  those  downtown  office 
buildings  that  we  are  encouraging,  for  people  who  are 
going  in  for  a  training  period  or  an  executive  who  is 
coming  to  be  here  for  a  few  weeks,  as  well,  of  course, 
as  for  tourists.  B.4.2 

Now,  I  can't  believe  that  the  staff  is  not 
aware  of  this  and  couldn't  have  informed  the  EIR 
consultants,  because  we  have  submitted  our  little  Nob 
Hill  Neighbors'  Report  on  this  with  maps  and  colored 
spots  and,   you  know,   reports  on  particular  buildings  to 
you  on  several  occasions  in  the  past,   updating  it  from 
time  to  time.     Our  last  update  was  summer  of  last  year. 
And  we  have  given  this  to  the  staff  and  we  have  given 
it  to  the  Commission  repeatedly.     In  this  little 
report,   I  am  going  to  quote  one  ad  from  the  "Wall 
Street  Journal."     A  building  was  being  advertised  for 
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sale  on  April   22nd  last  year,   and   it   says,    "20  large 
executive  apartment   suites  with  timeshare  approval. 
Bed-and-br eakf ast  hotel   use  okay,"     All   right.     This  is 
955  Pine.     This  is  an  apartment  building  in  our 
neighborhood.     This  is  zoned  residential.     It  is  not 
zoned  hotel.     It  is  possible  to  have  hotels   in  this 
area  with  a  Conditional  Use.     We  are  not  aware  that 
this  building  ever  came  before  you  for  Conditional  Use 
hearing  and  bed-and-br eakf as t  hotel  use  approval.  At 
least  we  weren't  notified  of  that.  B.4.2 

Just  briefly,   the  history  of  this  building  is 
that  in  1980,   there  were  people  living  there,   and  they 
were  notified  that  they  needed  to  vacate  their  units 
temporarily  for   remodeling,   and  then  they  would  be  able 
to  reoccupy  their  apartments,  which  were  low  rent,  for 
an  estimated  increase   of   $60  to   $90.     That's  what  the 
letter  said.     I  told  the  person  who  called  me,  "Don't 
move.     I  would  be  real  wary  of  this  because  all  these 
short-term  conversions  are  happening  all  around  you." 
Eut  they  moved.     And  when  they  came  back  to  get  their 
apartment,   they  were  short-term  rentals  and  they  were 
very  expensive.  B4  2 

In  fact,   last  year,   when  we  checked  the 
prices,   they  were  renting  one-bedrooms  for   $70  to   $80  a 
day.     They  may  be  even  more  now.     And,   according  to  the 
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ad,  at  least,  they're  supposed  to  have  gone  timeshare. 
We  weren't  able  to  locate  that  timeshare  record  in  the 
State  records.  g_^4^ 

Our  report  indicates  that  19  apartment 
buildings  on  Nob  Hill,  which  we  have  confirmed,  have 
either  become  short-term  rentals  or  timeshare.  And 
some  of  these  buildings  have  fully  converted.  They're 
all  timeshare  now  or  they're  all  short-term  rental. 
Others  have  some  units  that  are  renting  short-term  and 
some  that  are  still  occupied  by  residents.     In  some 
cases,  all  of  the  tenants  were  evicted,  as  in  the  case 
of  the  building  I  just  told  you  about.     In  other  cases, 
the  process  is  gradual;  people  are  encouraged  to  move, 
the  apartments  are  not  rented  to  residents  again.  As 
the  people  move  out,  often  with  a  little  bit  of  pushing 
and  prodding,   like  illegal   rent  increases,   for  example, 
then  the  apartments  begin  to  rent  short-term.  And 
ultimately,   in  a  number  of  cases,   they  apply  to  the 
State  for  timeshare  approval,  and  the  building  is  gone 
for  residential  use  forever.  oa> 

Some  of  the  buildings  may  remain  partially 
residential  over  the  long  haul.     In  some  cases,  the 
buildings  appear  to  be  part  residential  and  part 
short-term.     Usually,   though,   the  building  eventually 
winds  up  completely  converted.  -a 
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One  of  the  buildings  that  is  still  in  process, 
which  you  are  very  familiar  with  because  the  tenants 
have  been  down  here  so  often,   is  899  Pine,  208 
apartments.     And  the  process  in  that  building  has  been 
underway  for  five  years.     And  since  they  couldn't  do  an 
official  hotel  conversion,   as  you  know,  each  time 
somebody  moves  out,   that  apartment  is  converted,  and 
they  rent  now  for   $3,000,   $4,000  a  month  —  in  some 
cases  to  Katherine  Hepburn  when  she  comes  to  town  to  be 
in  a  play  and  to  movie  companies  when  they  come  up  from 
Hollywood.  .  ^'^'^ 

Now,  the  figures   in  our  study  done  by  Nob  Hill 
Neighbors  are  very  conservative  because  we  are  trying 
to  be  really  careful,   so  we  greatly  understate  the 
problem,  probably.     We  know  that  several  hundred  units 
are  lost  already.     By  the  most  conservative  guess,  it 
would  be  350,  and  this  would  assume  that  in  buildings 
that  are  only  partially  converted,   where  we  don't  know 
the  exact  number,  that  no  more  than  one  or  two  units 
had  been  converted,  which  is  unlikely. 

B.4.2 

If  all  of  the  units  in  these  19  buildings 
eventually  complete  the  conversion  —  if,   for  example, 
899  Pine,  which  now  has  less  than  half  residential 
units,  eventually  winds  up  with  none,   there  will  be 
about  770  units  of  residential  apartments  lost  in  these 
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19  buildings  alone.     Now,   there  are  other  buildings  on 
Nob  Hill  which  we  are  aware  of  where  the  same  process 
is  occurring,  but  we  haven't  confirmed.     900  Powell,  as 
an  example.     It  was  reported  in  the  news  that  the 
District  Attorney  was  after  the  owners  for  evicting 
tenants  in  order  to  turn  them  short-term.     And  we  heard 
that  from  other  tenants  as  well,  but  since  we  haven't 
had  direct  contact  with  the  owners  or  seen  the  ads,  we 
are  not  counting  buildings  like  that.     And  there  are 
others  that  we  are  suspicious  of  and  are  watching.  B.4.2 

Again,  the  figures  that  we  mention,  from 
somewhere  between  350  and  770  apartments  are  for  Nob 
Hill  only,  and  only  those  buildings  we're  aware  of. 
There  are  similar  arrangements  all  over  the  City.  On 
Russian  Hill,  one  of  our  members  checked  out  the 
Sangvacomo  high-rise  on  Chestnut.     I  think  it's  1000 
Chestnut.     And  that  building  has  gone  the  same  way. 
And  the  same  thing  has  happened  in  buildings  in  Pacific 
Heights,     I  am  sure  you  are  all  aware,  because  some  of 
these  have  come  before  you,   that  small  hotels  and  bed- 
and-br eakf asts  are  popping  up  in  other  neighborhoods 
all  over  the  City,  B.4.2 

One  day  when  I  happened  to  be  down  at  the 
counter  at  Planning,   somebody  called  in,   they  wanted  to 
convert  an  apartment  building  in  Arden  Danekas'  block. 
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the  president  of  the  Coalition.     Now,   this  happens  to 
be  res identially  zoned,  and  bed-and-breakf asts  and 
hotels  are  not  allowed  there.     The  planner  was  trying 
to  convince  them  that  they  shouldn't  just  go  ahead  and 
do  this  under  the  table  without  a  proper  procedure  and 
that  they  were  likely  to  get  in  trouble.     But  how  many 
times  do  you  suppose  they  just  go  ahead  and  do  it?  B.4.2 

Another  board  member  of  ours  who  worked  for 
Fireman's  Fund  reported  that  her  company  had  bought  a 
building,  an  apartment  building  in  Laurel  Heights,  and 
they  just  used  that  for  their  business  travelers  coming 
into  town  now  instead  of  bothering  with  timeshares  or 
short-term  rentals  or  hotels. 


B.4.2 


So,  a  lot  of  this  is  sub-rosa,   a  lot  of   it  is 
unknown,  and  it  certainly  doesn't  appear  in  youx 
records.  B.4.2 

I  would  submit  —  we  would,   the  Nob  Hill 
Neighbors  —  that  this  has  an  impact  on  sensitive 
receptors,   such  as  elderly  people  living  in  our 
neighborhood.     An  example  would  be  one  of  our  members, 
Hazel  George.     Hazel  used  to  live  at  560  Powell,  and 
she  was  forced  to  move  when  it  went  into  short-term 
rental,   later   timeshare.     This  was  another  case  where 
they  were  all  tricked  into  moving  for  remodeling,  and 
then  went  back  and  discovered  their  apartments  were  now 
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for  business  executives  only.     She  moved  from  that 
building  to  602  Mason.     What  do  you  suppose  is 
happening  there?     That  building  is  also  going 
short-term  rental.     And  there  are  just  a  very  few 
apartments  in  that  building  in  which  this  elderly  lady 
has  settled  that  are  still  for  residents.     How  much 
longer  she'll  be  in  that  building,  who  can  guess?  B.4.2 

So,   if  you  add  to  the  loss  of  Nob  Hill 
apartments  that  I  have  mentioned  about  another  800  in 
the  neighborhood  that  have  gone  for  condo  conversion, 
and  then  the  possibility  of  demolition  of  apartments  to 
build  luxury  condo's  for  downtown  executives,  which  we 
keep  coming  in  to  fight,   that  is  a  very  substantial 
portion  of  the  housing  in  our  neighborhood.     And  I 
submit  that  the  Department  really  has  no  handle  on 
number  of  apartments  that  are  being  lost  to  short-term 
rentals,  because  there  is  no  process  for  this,   there  is 
no  approval,   there  is  no  permit.  B.4.2 

And  as  for  timeshare,   although  the  State  has 
some  records  on  that,  you  don't  do  anything  regarding 
approval,   and  you  have  haven't  figures  in  the  EIR.  So, 
how  many  have  already  been  lost?     And  how  many  can  we 
project  to  be  lost  in  the  future  if  downtown  growth 
continues?     And  with  no  controls  whatever  on  this  kind 
of  process,   heaven  only  knows.     And  there  is  no  B.4.2 
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reasonable  basis  for  you  to  calculate  what  the  net  gain 
or,   in  fact,   the  net  loss  we  can  expect  in  apartments 
in  this  City  is  going  to  be  over  the  next  few  years, 
and  thus  how  we  can  provide  housing  for  the  people  who 
are  going  to  work  downtown.  B.4.2 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     The  next  speaker  is 
Bette  Landis,  to  be  followed  by  Andrew  Butler. 

MS.   LANDIS:     I'm  Bette  Landis,   and  I'm 
speaking  for  the  Open  Space  Advisory  Committee.     I  am 
sure  all  you  commissioners  are  getting  ear  burn  about 
now. 


Z.I 


One  of  the  things  that  we  are  concerned  with 
is  —  and  the  one  thing  we  are  assured  of  with  the 
Downtown  Plan  is  that  San  Francisco  is  going  to  become 
more  dense.     And  with  this  increased  density,  we  must 
protect  the  public  parks  that  we  have  and  we  must 
protect  them  from  shadowing.  H.3.1  Y.I 

The  Open  Space  Committee  does  not  agree  with 
the  study  that  was  made,   the  Solar  Fan  Study.     We  feel 
it's  far  from  adequate,   that  the  March  21st  to 
September  21st,  and  the  hours  from  10:00  to  4:00  might 
apply  to  Iowa  City  or  Cheyenne  or  Richmond,  Virginia  — 
some  place  that  has  four  seasons.     But  San  Francisco, 
as  everyone  who  lives  here  knows,   does  not  have  that 
kind  of  climate.     And  certainly  the  people  in  the  City 
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do  not  use  their  parks  in  such  a  limited  time  span.  ^J^'^ 

T  •  I 

Our  worst  weather,  of  course,   is  in  July  and 
August.     Those  months  are  included  in  the  Solar  Fan 
Study.     Everybody  knows  that  when  school  adjourns  for 
the  year,  the  fog  and  the  cold  weather  comes  in.  We 
also  know  that  when  school  vacation  is  over,  the  very 
next  day,   the  fog  lifts  and  it  becomes  very  bright  and 
balmy,   and  it's  that  way  probably  until  mid-November. 
And  if  the  rainy  season  doesn't  come  in,  we  still  have 
a  very  moderate  climate,  and  people  are  out  using  the 
parks  all  during  that  particular  time.  H.3-1  Y.l 

On  Christmas,   for  instance,  you  can  find 
people  in  their  shirt-sleeves  and  shorts,  running 
around  the  City,   indulging  in  softball,  riding 
bicycles,  playing  on  the  recreational  equipment,  et 
cetera.     However,  today,   if  you  are  outside,  you  are 
going  to  get  a  chill  because  it's  so  cold  outside.  If 
you  happen  to  be  in  a  shaded  park  today,   the  park  user 
is  going  to  have  frostbite  because  it's  so  cold.   H.3.1  Y.l  j 

So  it  seems  to  me  that  our  professional 
planners  are  well  enough  equipped  that  they  can  come  up 

I 

with  an  accurate  Solar  Fan  Study  that  really  applies  to  ' 
San  Francisco  and  the  kinds  of  uses  that  we  have  in  San 
Francisco  for  recreation.  H.3.1  Y.l 

Everybody  knows  that  the  stepsister,   try  as  I 
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she  may,   could  never  cram  her  foot  into  Cinderella's 
slipper.     And  San  Francisco  has  that  kind  of  a  fragile 
and  unique  environment.     We  don't  want  us  to  be 
subjected  to  a  Solar  Fan  Study  that  doesn't  apply  to 
San  Francisco,   because  if  you  cram  too  hard  into  that 
glass  slipper,   the  glass  slipper  might  break.         H.3.1  Y.I 

MR.   BUTLER:     My  name  is  Andrew  Butler, 
chairman  of  the  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  Open  Space 
Committee.     I  am  going  to  speak  much  on  the  same 
subject.  Z.I 

The  open  space  policies  of   the  Downtown  Plan 
sound  great.     They  say  all   the  right  things,   but  there 
is  no  real  mechanism  to  make   it  happen  the  way  it 
states.      If  you  look  at  downtown  as  a  working 
environment,   there  are  only  three  types  of   open  space 
down  there:     The  existing  parks,   the  squares,  the 
streets  and  sidewalks,   which  comprise  about  30  percent 
of  the  land  area,  which  is  quite  major,   and  the 
snippets  and  mini-parks   and  plazas,   which  are  privately 
owned,   relate  to  the  buildings.  A.I  Z.1 

The  plan  under   the  EIR  does  try  to  deal  with 
the  existing  parks  somewhat,   but  only  minimally.  They 
mainly  talk  about  wind  and  shadow  protection.     As  Bette 
has  just  said,   the  sunlight  protection  relies  on  a 
solar   fan  which  has  been  designed  around  something 
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called,  well,   designed  to  protect  sunlight  only  during 
critical   times,   which  is  between  the  hours  of  10:00 
a.m.   and   4:00  a.m.  and  between  March  21  and  September 
21.     That  is  only  half   the  year   and  half   the  day, 
essentially.     And  this  City  is  a  city,  probably  one  of 
the  few  in  the  world,  where  you  can  actually  be  out  and 
about  all  times  of  the  year.  H.3.1  Y.I 

And  in  the  EIR  it  does  say,    "Pedestrian  areas 
need  sunlight  and/or  shelter  from  the  wind  at  all  times 
of  the  years  to  be  consistently  comfortable,   except  on 
the  warmest  days  of  the  year.     Because  of  San 
Francisco's  moderate  temperature  range,  sunny, 
wind-protected  public  space  is  more  usable  in  all 
seasons  than  in  any  other  city  with  more  extreme 
climates."  H.3.1  2.1 

So,   you're  saying  it  here  in  your  own  EIR,  but 
at  the  same  time  your  shadow  protection  or  sun 
protection  is  designed  for  half  the  day  and  half  the 
year.     So  this  is  clearly  designed,   really,  for  the 
workers  of  the  downtown  area.     It's  not,   as  is  stated 
in  your  policy,  designed  to  be  all  year,   all  week,  for 
every  kind  of  open  space  system.     The  EIR  and  the 
Downtown  Plan,   if  they're  using  solely  the  solar  fan 
principle,   are  we  talking  about  open  space  which  is  for 
the  workers  who  are  downtown  at  those  limited  times  and 


ADAMS 

CONVENTION  REPORTING 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


171 

not  for  the  22,000-odd  residents  who  live  in  the  C-3 
District  and  also  the  other  people  who  use  that  area 
for   other  purposes  besides  working?  H.3.1  Y.I 

A  majority  of  the  open  space  in  the  downtown 
C-3  District  presently,   as  I   said,   is  in  streets  and 
sidewalks.     And  this  is  one  area  which  probably  where 
most  of  the  recreation  activities  take  place.  The 
parks  do  get  used  heavily,   but  I  think  much  of  the 
activity  and  recreation  and  socializing,  particularly 
at  lunchtime,   goes  on  in  the  street  space.  H.3.1 

And  there  is  nothing  in  the  EIR  which  really 

deals  with  the  impact  of   the  buildout  on  the  these 

types  of  open  space.      It  deals  with  parks  and  other 

open  space  but  doesn't  deal  with  the  major  open  space. 

B.6  H.3.1 

I   spent  lunch  hour  today  on  the   steps  of  the 
old  Federal  Reserve  Bank  which,   despite   the  cold  wind, 
was  very  sunny  and  pleasant.     This  is  a  very  good 
example  of  what  the  City  Planning  Department  likes  to 
call   snippet.     The  sun  was  shining.      There  was  a 
mariachi  band  playing.     People  were  eating  their  lunch 
and  gathering  to  watch  —  all  kinds  of  people,  probably 
about  150.     This,   to  me,    is  downtown  recreation,  at 
least  one  type  of  it,  and  a  very  important  part.  It 
was  actually  hard  to  leave  that  and  come  down  and  be  at 
this  hearing.     But  then  I   realized  that  this  hearing 
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does  have  an  effect  on  what  was  going  on  there,  because 

H.3.1 

when   I  looked  at  the  Downtown  Plan,   which   I  was  sitting 
on,   it  had  a  map  which  showed  that  the  corner 
immediately  opposite  would  allow  a  300-foot  building, 
which  would  affect  the  use  and  usefulness  of  the 
snippet  that   I  was  occupying  right  then,   which  tends  to 
have  sun  from  about  11:00   till  3:00  or   4:00  in  the 

H  3  1 

afternoon  right  now.  > 

If  you  look  at  Montgomery  Street,   which  is 
parallel  to  Sansome  Street,  there  is  very  little  of 
this  going  on,   and  the  reasons  are  obvious.  Montgomery 
Street  really  is  a  canyon.     It  has  no  spaces  or 
snippets.     It  has  very  little  sunlight.     This  is  the 
kind  of   thing  we  have  to  avoid  in  the  future  downtown. 
It  has  to  be  avoided  at  all  costs.     To  do  that,   we  have 
to  find  ways  to  protect  these  other  open  spaces.  They 
may  be  accidental  and  somewhat  ephemeral,   but  they  are 
what  makes  the  downtown  tolerable  as  a  work  environment 
for  the  people  down  there.  H.3.1 

What  is  the  point  of  encouraging  owners  to 
create  snippets  of  space  if  there  is  no  attempt  or 
mechanism  to  protect  them  from  shadowing  by  new 
buildings?     Protecting  the  existing  and  proposed  parks 
is  obviously  critical,   but  that  is  only  half  the 
battle.     Most   recreation  downtown  happens   in  the  H.3.1 
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streets  and  these  snippets  at  all  times  of  the  day. 

What  is  going  to  happen  to  the  area  South  of 
Market,  which  right  now  is  very  low-rise?     The  EIR 
tells  us  nothing  about  the  impact  of  the  full  buildout 
on  all  the  streets  in  this  vast  C-3  area.     So  we'd  like 
to  see  the  overall  shadowing  effects  of  the  full 
buildout  dealt  with  in  this  EIR.     As  it  is,   it  barely 
touches  on  this  subject.     There  is  very  little  in  the 
EIR  on  open  space.     We  feel  that  the  quality  of  open 
space  in  the  downtown  should  not  be  just  left  to 

H.3.1 

chance.  . 
Thank  you  very  much. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Peter  Stern,   and  then 
John  Behanna. 

MR.   STERN:     Peter  Stern.     I'm  a  resident  of 
San  Francisco.     There  are  a  number  of  people  in  this 
country  who  do  not  believe  in  the  public  planning 
process,  who  don't  believe  in  zoning  laws,  who  don't 
believe,   in  short,  that  any  restrictions  whatsoever 
should  be  placed  on  private  development  and  on  growth.  2.1 

I  assume  that  because  you  have  accepted 
appointments  to  the  Planning  Commission  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco,   you  do  not  number  yourselves 
among  those  people.     I  assume  you  do  believe  it's 
legitimate  for  a  public  body  to  shape,   to  modify,  and. 
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indeed,  to  restrict  previously  unfettered  growth  when 
such  growth  begins  to  threaten  the  quality  of  life  in 
our  uniquely  favored  city.  Z,1 

More  than  most  cities,  San  Francisco  has  very 
definite  physical  limitations.     We  have  only  so  much 
land  available  for  new  housing.     Our  streets,  bridges 
and  highways  have  only  so  much  capacity  for  traffic.  I 
believe  a  fair-minded  person  would  have  to  conclude 
that  the  level  of  development  allowed  by  this  Downtown 
Plan  EIR  would  be  much  greater  than  this  City  could 
readily  absorb,  and  thus  would  severely  erode  the 
quality  of  life  in  San  Francisco.  A.I    D.3.1    E  Z.1 

As  Planning  Commissioners,  you  are  charged 
with  protecting  the  livability  of  our  City  —  for  all 
residents.     In  my  opinion,   this  Downtown  Plan  EIR, 
because  it  omits  consideration  of  the  impact  of 
development  in  Yerba  Buena  Center,  Mission  Bay,   the  Van 
Ness  Corridor,   the  northern  waterfront,  because  it 
ignores  the  removal  of  vital  support  service  businesses 
from  downtown,  because  it  does  not  attempt  to  offset 
the  impact  of  commercial  development  upon  affordable 
housing,  because  it  grossly  underestimates 
transportation  impacts,   because  it  completely  ignores 
financing  for  necessary  transit  improvements  —  for  all 
these  reasons,   this  document  is  utterly  inadequate  as 


ADAMS 

CONVENTION  REPORTING 


17  5 

an  overall  Environmental   Impact  Report  on  downtown 

B.2.1    B.2.2   B.4.1  D.4 
growth  in  our  City,  d.5   E.1.1.1   E.1.5   E.1.9  E.2.1.2    E.2.7  E.3  S.2 

For  you  to  approve  this  document  would  be  to 
abdicate  the  responsibilities  of  your  office  and  your 
responsibilities  to  the  people  of  San  Francisco. 
Therefore,   I  respectfully  urge  you  not  to  adopt  the 
Downtown  Plan  EIR  in  its  current  form.  S.2 

Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     John  Behanna,   and  then 
Esther  Marks. 

MR.  BEHANNA:     I'm  John  Behanna,   I  am  here  in 
part  from  the  South  of  Market  Alliance.     I  am  an 
engineer,  planner,  and  I  sell   real  estate  South  of 
Market,  commercial/industrial.     I  also  have  lived  South 
of  Market  for  ten  years,   and  I  hope  to  live  there  a  few 
more.  2.1 

It  would  appear   to  me  that  the  basic  model 
upon  which  you  have  planned  South  of  Market  is  a  dated 
model  that  presumes  it  will  be  used  for  back  office 
space  —  that  is  key  punch,   things  like  that.  Not 
services;  back  office  —  ancillary  to  the  main 
buildings  downtown. 

I  would  suspect  that  if  you  made  a  current 
evaluation  of  back  office  needs  for  basically  data 
processing,  some  other  generation  of  documents,  that 


A.4 

8.1. 1  B.2.1 
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you  would  find  that  because  of  the  revolution  in 
communications,   that  you  don't  need  back  offices  in  San 
Francisco;   they're  going  over  to  Concord  and  Walnut 
Creek.     And  if  you  go  over  to  Walnut  Creek  and  Concord 
and  see  the  way  they  have  done  it  there,  you'd  say,  "My 
goodness,  how  civilizedl     People  actually  live  in  the 
community  where  they  work."  B.1-1   B.2.1   D.2.3  D.3.2.4 

I  say  to  you,   reevaluate  that  need  for  back 
office  space  South  of  Market.     When  you  create  a  large 
building,  you  create  a  floor  space  of  maybe  20,000  to 
50,000  square  feet.     Small  businesses  don't  need  that 
kind  of  space.     The  service  businesses  that  are 
currently  really  moving  in  South  of  Market  —  and  we're 
writing  five-year  leases  for  service  businesses  —  are 
people  like  video  producers,  computer  producers, 
computer  sales  organizations,  and,   of  course,  all  the 
sales-related  businesses  that  apply  to  the  Showplace 

A.4 

and  the  Galleria.  B.I  B.2 

So  I  am  saying,   if  you  want  long-term  health 
for  the  City,  don't  plan  that  area  for  back  office 
spaces.     Small  businesses  need  two  to  5,000  square 
feet.     You  can't  get  it.     I  get  people  calling  all  the 
time;  they  want  small  space.     You  can't  get  it  in  a 
large  building.     You  can't  break  those  buildings  up 
that  way,  and  you  can't  get  access  for  services  in 
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A.4 

B.1  B.2 

I  also  represent  the  Alliance,   South  of  Market 

Alliance.     As  far  as  the  EIR  is  concerned,   it  is  as  if 

everything  that  the  South  of  Market  Alliance  is  for, 

they  have  completely  disregarded.     There  is  a  big 

community  living  South  of  Market.     It  certainly  is 

going  to  be  adversely  affected  by  the  current  plans. 

A.I  A.4 

The  transportation  down  there,  as  the  cab 

driver  so  nobly  said,  it's  gridlock.     If  I  want  to  go 

back  to  my  office  or  my  place  of  work  between  the  hours 

of  3:00  to  5:00,   I  don't  either  leave  there  or  go 

there.     I  just  avoid  South  of  Market.     And  it  starts  at 

around  2:30.     The  parking  situation  there  is,  of 

course,   impossible.     The  only  beauty  of  the  parking  is 

that  you  can't  build  offices  because  you  can't  get 

parking  spaces.     And  it's  very  hard,  but  it's  being 

done  —  they're  knocking  down  residential  spaces  to  get 

parking  lots  so  they  can  get  a  dollar  and  a  half  a 

square  foot  for  their  office  spaces  down  there.       A.4 .4 

E.3.2    E.4.1  E.4.2 

So,   in  short,   I  say:     you  can't,  obviously, 

from  all  the  problems  we  have  heard  about,  you  can't 
legislate  who  is  going  to  use  what.     I  am  only  asking 
you  to  hold  down  the  height  limits  South  of  Market  so 
it  makes  it  difficult  to  create  large  plottage  and 
knock  down  the  existing  buildings  that  currently 
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provide  a  lot  of  space  for  trades  that  are  moving  in  ^ 
there,  not  back  office.  B.4.1 
Thank  you  very  much. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Esther  Marks,  and  then 
Tom  Jones. 

MS.  MARKS:     To  begin  with,   I  would  like  to 
read  a  policy  statement  from  the  Downtown  Plan,  and  I'd 
like  read  it  just  to  bring  into  focus  again  what  the 
social,  environmental  cost  of  downtown  development  is. 

Z.1 

I'd  like  to  begin.     "Downtown  office  space 
expansion  during  the  last  two  decades  has  greatly 
shaped  the  City  economically  and  physically.  This 
growth,  while  supporting  the  economic  vitality  of  the 
City,  has  not  been  without  environmental  and  aesthetic 
costs.     As  public  facilities  become  strained,  the 
marginal  costs  and  benefits  may  indicate  limits  to 
growth.     Furthermore,   the  social  and  environmental 
costs  must  be  weighed  against  economic  benefits."  2.1 

And  then  they  list  the  costs  as  including: 
"Effects  of  overly-large  office  buildings  on  the  scale 
and  character  of  the  city.     Destruction  and  replacement 
of  many  buildings  with  significant  architectural  merit. 
Reduction  in  remaining  areas  of  sunshine  reaching 
streets  at  publicly  accessible  open  space.     Effects  of 
street-level  winds  on  the  pedestrian.     Effects  of 
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Z.I 


commuter  traffic  on  downtown  congestion,   air  pollution, 
energy  use,   and  consumption  of  land  for  parking. 
Overburdened  public  transit  systems  that  connect  the 
downtown  to  the  City  and  surrounding  region.  Increased 
traffic  noise.     Effect  of  increased  employment  density 
on  existing  services  and  increased  pressures  on  a 
limited  housing  supply.     Conversion  of  existing 
housing,   retail  and  service  commercial  space  to  office 
space . " 

I  would  like  to  also  add  that  another  cost  is 

that  there  will  be  even  more  pressure  for  increasing 

the  density  of  San  Francisco  residential  neighborhoods. 

D.3.1 

Now,   I  think  that  the  social  and  environmental 
costs  far  outweigh  the  undocumented  economic  benefits. 
I  urge  the  Commission  to  adopt  an  annual  limit..    I  urge 
you  —  especially  considering  the  permits  that  have 
already  been  issued  are  such  that  this  Plan  really 
would  not  affect  any  kind  of  development  realistically 
until  the  year  1990.     I  would  like  to  also  point  out 
that  in  the  EIR,  on  the  table  which  is  titled 
"Relationship  between  between  Objectives  and  Policies 
of  the  Master  Plan  and  the  Downtown  Plan,"  on  the 
section  of  the  Residence  Element  of   the  Master  Plan,  it 
states,    "Objective  5,  to  provide  housing  affordable  by 
all  income  groups,  particularly  low-  and  moderate- 
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income  households." 

A.2  P.I 

Now,   for  the  Downtown  Plan,   the  response  is 
"no  recommendation."  /^^2 

Another  item  under  the  Residence  Element  of 
the  Master  Plan,  Objective  5,   Policy  8:     "Ensure  that 
office  development  and  higher  educational  institutions 
assist  in  meeting  the  housing  demand  that  they 
generate .  "  ^'^ 

Under  the  Downtown  Plan,   "no  recommendation." 
Under  the  Master  Plan,   the  Residence  Element  of  the 
Master  Plan,  again.  Objective  9,   "To  address  needs 
through  a  coordinated  regional  approach."  A.2 

The  Downtown  Plan,    "no  recommendation," 

The  Residence  Element  of  the  Master  Plan, 
Objective  9,  Policy  1,   "Encourage  the  balancing  of 
regional  employment  growth  with  the  development  and 
growth  of  housing  in  the  region."  A.2 

The  Downtown  Plan,  again,    "no  recommendation." 

I  can  only  conclude  that  the  reason  that  there 
are  no  recommendations  is  because  the  amount  of  office 
construction  that  has  gone  on  is  so  out  of  control  that 
it  really  is  not  possible  to  develop  a  plan  that  will 
straightly  deal  with  these  issues.  ^2 

Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Tom  Jones. 
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MS.    HALLIDAY:      I'm  not  Tom  Jones,   but  he  went 
out  for   something  to  eat  and  probably  got  tied  up  in 
traffic  or   something.     And  I  am  Barbara  Halliday,   and  I 
am  also  from  San  Francisco  Tomorrow.     So  if   it's  okay 
with  you,   I  will  speak  now  in  place  of  him.  Z.1 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Are  you  speaking  for 

him? 


MS.    HALLIDAY:      I'd  like  to  trade  places  with 


Z.1 


him.     I  signed  up  to  speak,   and  I'm  probably  on  later. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     All    right.     Could  we 
have  your  name  again,  please. 

MS.   HALLIDAY:     Barbara  Halliday.     Because  I 
think,  well,  Tom  really  has  a  lot  more  detail  to 
present  to  you  than  I  do,   I  would  just  like  to  say  that 
San  Francisco  Tomorrow  has  been  looking  at  this  plan. 
I  appreciate  Mrs.   Bierman's  comments,   recognizing  the 
time  that  many  citizens  have  spent  looking  at  this,  and 
we  do  it  because  we  care  about  the  City  and  we  want  to 
participate  in  the  planning  process. 

Because   it's  already  been  used  today,  I'll 
refrain  from  asking  you,    "Where's   the  beef?"     But  I 
would  like  to  ask:     Where  are  the  realistic  assessments 
and  serious   solutions  to  the  meaty  problems  of  transit 
and  housing  that  already  exist  in  the  City  and  that  are 
going  to  be  made  worse  by  the  office   growth   that  the 


Z.1 
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Plan  recommends?  D3  1    E.2  2 

The  Plan  does  mention  these  problems  and 
attempts  to  deal  with  them,  but,  as  many  people  have 
said,  and  we'll  point  out  to  you  today,   I  think  it 
grossly  underestimates  the  problems  while,  at  the  same 
time,   overestimating  the  City's  ability  to  deal  with 
them.     I  think  it's  looking  at  the  City's  ability  to 
respond  with  rose-colored  glasses.  D.3.1  D.5  E.2.2  E.6.2 

It's  not  fair  to  tell  the  public  that  the  City 
can  handle  traffic  and  transit  problems  that  projected 
growth  will  cause  but  not  tell  us  how  much  it's  going 
to  cost  and  where  the  money  is  going  to  come  from. 
It's  not  right  to  blithely  assume  that  highway  crowding 
will  be  alleviated  by  getting  more  people,  more 
motorists  to  double  up,  but  remain  silent  about  how 

miserable  the  condition  are  going  to  get  on  that 

E.I. 4 

highway  before  that  is  going  to  happen.      E.2. 1.2   E.2. 7  E.3.3 

Now,   the  City  has  tried  to  do  many  things  in 
the  past  few  years  to  attempt  to  make  these  problems 
better.     And  yet  the  problems  have  grown  worse,  as 
headlines  in  the  Chronicle  this  week  pointed  out  in 
regards  to  traffic  in  particular.  E.I 

I  don't  think  the  Plan  deals  realistically 
with  the  present  situation,  and  I  don't  think  it's 
offered  realistic  solutions  to  the  problems.  z.l 
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I'd  also  like  to  ask  if  you  have  considered 
the  social  and  even  maybe  the  health  costs  of  the 
projected  growth.     How  many  ulcers  are  going  to  be 
caused  by  traffic  jams  and  crowded  Muni  conditions? 
How  many  children  are  going  to  grow  up  lonely  and 
neglected  because  their  parents,  both  of  them,   have  to 
spend  four  hours  a  day  commuting  just  to  feed  and  house 
them,   considering  the  high  cost  of  housing  we  have  in 
the  City  today.  2.1  D.3.2.4 

Now,   the  last  thing,   the  beefy  issues  of 
housing  and  transit.     I  think  the  Plan  has  devoted  a 
highly  disproportionate  amount  of  space  to  frill  issues 
such  a  design  and  skyline.     If  the  density  question 
isn't  taken  more  seriously,   the  people  on  the  ground 
are  going  to  be  too  preoccupied  just  trying  to  move  in 
order  to  have  time  to  even  think  about  the  artistic 
design  of  a  building  or   shape  of   the  skyline. A.I   H.4  E.2.2.3 

If  I  had  to  characterize  the  tone  of  this 
plan,   I'd  call  it  an  attempt  to  make  San  Francisco  a 
designer  city        chic,   trendy  and  superficially 
attractive,   but,   like  designer  jeans,  overpriced, 
uncomfortable,   and  impractical.     We  all  know  how  hard 
it  is  to  move  in  a  pair  of  jeans  that  are  too  tight  to 
accommodate  the  flesh  that  has  to  be  put  into  them.  A.I  Z.I 

Others  here  from  SFRG  and  SET  and  many  other 
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groups  have  offered  more  serious  comments  and 

suggestions  on  how  this  plan  should  be  changed.  SFT 

thinks,   in  particular,   that  the  annual  limit  is  one  of 

the  more  workable  solutions  and  should  be  considered 

more  seriously,  especially  since  we  don't  know  where 

the  money  for  the  transit  improvements  is  going  to  come 

from.  E.2.1.2  P.I 

The  developers  have  taken  you  to  court  on  the 

inadequate  measure  that  you  tried  to  enact  to  help  that 

problem.     So  I  hope  you  will  listen  to  us.     I  hope 

you'll  give  these  comments  serious  consideration  before 

enacting  this  blueprint  for  San  Francisco's  future. 

E.2.7.2  Z.I 

Thanks. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Natalie  Friedman,  and 
then  Babette  Drefke. 

MS.  FRIEDMAN:     My  name  is  Natalie  Friedman.  I 
am  a  resident  and  property  owner  in  San  Francisco,  and 
I'd  like  to  just  offer  you,   in  summary,   a  few 

Z.I 

environmental  solutions  which  you  could  use. 

No.   1  is  the  sewers.     You  don't  need  to 
connect  to  the  City  sewer  if,  one,  you  recycle  within 
each  building  all  the  waste  water  —  A,  purify  and 
reuse  the  drinking  and  wash  water  and,   B,  convert 
toilet  sewage  methane  gas  converters,   which  is  being 
done  in  Sweden.     This  power  could  be  used  in  the 


ADAMS 

CONVENTION  REPORTING 


1 

2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

LO 

.1 
2 
3 

[4 
5 

:6 
7 
8 
9 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 


185 

buildings  instead  of   using  the  high-priced  electric 
power  which  is  coming  in  and  causing  us  to  have  nuclear 
catastrophes,     B,  power.     Each  building  should  be 
required  to  have  solar  and/or  wind  power.     They  could 
sell  the  excess  back  during  peak  periods  and  use  PG&E 
for  a  backup.  F.I. 3 

A  health  requirement  would  be  in  San 
Francisco,  which  is  called   "the  air  conditioned  City," 
to  have  all  windows  in  offices  that  open,  and  eliminate 
air  conditioning.  q,1 

Number  C  is  quakes,     I  was  looking  at  the^ 
books  from  the  1906  quakes,  and  the  problems  were  fire 
and  plague.     And  plague  was  from  the  sewers  and  sewer 
rats  that  carried  the  fleas.     The  solution  with  the 
sewers  which  I  propose,   if  each  was  self-contained  in  a 
building  and  rat-proofed  and  quake-proofed,  you 
wouldn't  have  the  plague  problem.     And  the  gas  lines, 
they  have  now  invented  something  that's  called  the 
quake-shake  cutoff  valve,   and  it  runs  approximately 
$150  plus  installation.     I  recommend  that  you  use 
these.  K.6 

And  I  would  like  to  see  the  transit  and 
housing  problem  projections  become  a  reality  before  any 
more  commercial  development  is  allowed.  P.2 

Thank  you. 
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PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Babette  Drefke.  Joe 

Lacey. 

[Inaudible  response  from  audience] 
PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Did  anybody  hear  what 

he  said? 

SECRETARY  WOODS:     He'll  speak  at  the 
reconvened  hearing  later.     He  hopes  there  will  be 
another  hearing. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Thank  you.  Donald 

Nieto. 

MR.  NIETO:     Good  afternoon.     My  name  is  Donald 
Nieto.     You  all  know  me  by  now,     I  have  been  here  a 

Z.I 

couple  times. 

Listening  to  all   the  professional  speakers 
ahead  of  me,   I  very  easily  get  the  message  that  they're 
not  fully  for  your  EIR.     Well,  nor  am  I  for  your  EIR, 
for  the  reason  that  they  cited,  which  I  in  no  way  could 
possibly  restate,  nor  can  I  further   reiterate  how 
strongly  I  feel  about  how  they  feel  about  San 
Francisco. 

I  am  a  native  San  Franciscan,   but  I  realize 
that  that  doesn't  carry  any  weight.     I  can  only  say 
that  as  a  native  and  being  born  and  raised  in  San 
Francisco,   I  knew  it  when  it  was  perfect,  when  we 
didn't  have  a  sewer  problem.     The  sewer  disposal 
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systems  that  we  had  were  adequate.     They  handled  the 
population  of  700,000  people.     And  we  were  able  to  get 
shrimp  out  of  the  bay.  b  i  i   y  i 

Obviously,   today,   to  go  ahead  with  your  plans, 
you  have  to  tax  me  $30  a  month  in  order  to  build  the 
super  sewer,   which  is  going  to  further  destroy  an  area 
outside  the  San  Francisco  Bay.  F.1.1 

Now,   four  or  five  or  six  years  ago,   when  Mayor 
Feinstein  ran  for  Mayor,   I  was  one  of  the  naive  people 
who  voted  for  her.     When  Mayor  Moscone  ran  for  Mayor, 
well,   I  wasn't  voting  in  those  days.     That  showed  you 
how  much  faith  I  had  in  the  government  or  how  much  I 
thought  you  really  cared.  _ 

I  cannot  forget  the  memory  of  when  I  left  the 
Army  in  1964  and  came  home  to  San  Francisco  and  perched 
myself  on  top  of  Twin  Peaks  and  looked  around,   and  I 
actually  saw  seven  hills.     You  are  lucky  if  you  can 
make  out  four  hills  now. 


H.4.3 


I  am  not  one  for   the  further  gentrif ication  or 
the  further  upbuild  of  San  Francisco.     I  didn't  vote 
for  Mayor  Feinstein  so  that  she  could  make  San 
Francisco  an  international  city.     I  never  thought 
that's  what  I  would  want,   considering  what  New  York 
looks  like,   Chicago,  and  what  have  you.     I   sort  of  hope 
perhaps  that  you  would  all  have  the  wisdom  to  see  that 
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what  happened  there  is  what  we  don't  want  to  happen 

here.     Consequently,   just  so  my  own  mind  can  stay 

preserved  and  be  happy  —  you  could  just  remind  me  to 

back  off  the  mike.     You  don't  have  to  turn  it  down. 

Just  makes  me  speak  a  little  louder.  A,1  Z.I 

I  don't  have  a  whole  lot  to  say.     You  heard 

the  things  I  said,  and  basically  I  think  you  all 

understand  that  I  am  somewhat  powerless.     It's  going  to 

be  up  to  you.     You  can  go  ahead  and  go  along  with  the 

magnificent  economic  schemes  that  you  have  and  build  a 

corridor  with  all  these  little  frame  houses,  these 

steel-frame  houses  with  lots  of  glass  and  lots  of 

stucco  and  the  whole  trip.     And  we  all  realize  it's 

been,  what,   54  years  since  we  had  an  earthquake  in  San 

Francisco.     And  that  was  right  along  the  San  Andreas 

Fault,  apparently.     I  would  not  go  ahead  and  do  what 

you  are  doing,  considering  we  have  that  sort  of  a 

problem.     But  if  we  are  doing  this  simply  for  economic 

reasons,   then  I  think  you  have  to  review  the  economics. 

K.7  2.1 

You  know,   in  the  sense,   when  I  lived  here  in 
this  City,   it  was  almost  like  living  in  Marin  County. 
We  were  getting  a  new  swimming  pool;  we  had  a  nice 
ballpark  that  we  could  go  to.     We  had  all  the  amenities 
without  having  to  be  some  kind  of  a  superpower  on  the 
face  of  this  planet.     And  I  don't  want  to  see  it. 

Z.I 
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I  can't  offer  you  any  suggestions.     You  are 
the  ones  that  are  supposed  to  be  looking  out  for  the 
individuals.     But  if  I  never  voted  20  years  ago,  it's 
obvious  I  didn't  think  that  you  really  were  looking  out 
for  individuals.     Novels  upon  novels  upon  novels  tell 
me  that  you  are  not  for  the  people.     You  don't  care 
about  people.  2i 

And  pretty  much  the  way  I've  been,  feeling 
helpless  all  these  years  before  that  very  special  day 
that  got  me  to  come  down  to  City  Hall  to  look  at  each 
and  every  one  of  you,   to  listen  to  some  of  your  sick 
jokes,   the  things  you  laugh  at,   tells  me  that  you  are 
exi stentiali Stic  people;  you  live  for  the  moment.  You 
are  going  to  live  only  for  your  own  life  —  as  long  as 
you  live  somewhere  in  Nob  Hill  or  cross  the  bay,  where 
you  don't  have  to  subject  yourself  to  the  stigma  that's 
being  attached  to  San  Francisco.     And  obviously,    if  it 
doesn't  concern  you  —  we're  all  the  same.     I  am  no 
different  than  you,  except  that  I  wouldn't  do  what 
you're  doing.  2.1 

And,  once  again,   you  got  plenty  of  expertise 
here  today  giving  you  very  logical   reasons  that  I  can't 
give  because  they  have  been  into  it  a  lot  longer   than  I 
have.     And  I  do  wish  you'd  pay  attention  to  them.  Not 
just  because  we  might  be  subject  to  an  earthquake 
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someday.     Suppose  we  do  have  that  quake?     I  hope  nobody 

dies.     But  can  you  think  of  the  billions  of  dollars 

it's  going  to  cost?  1^  ^ 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Thank  you. 

MR.  NIETO:     I  sat  here  a  long  time  along  with 
all  the  rest  of  them,     I  get  sleepy,   my  head  gets 
sleepy.     I  get  sick  being  here.     But  I'll  stick  with  it 
so  long  as  somehow  you  tend  to  grasp  my  message,  2.1 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     The  next  speaker  is 
John  Malley,  Howard  Strassner,   and  then  John  Diamante, 

MR.   STRASSNER:     My  name  is  Howard  Strassner, 
and  I  represent  the  Greater  West  Portal  Neighborhood 
Association.     And  I  am  here  to  tell  you  that  even  those 
neighborhoods  that  are  some  distance  from  the  downtown 
are  really  concerned  with  the  impacts  that  the  downtown 
growth  has  on  neighborhoods. 

In  my  work,   I  am  also  a  member  of  the 
Coalition  of  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods,   and  in  my 
work,   I  was  directed  to  study  the  Transportation 
portion.     When  I  did  that,   it  became  apparent  to  me 
that  there  are  52  mitigations  listed,  and  none  of  them 
are  promises,  and  so  we  started  to  work  with  that.  How 
can  we  get  the  mitigations  built?     Because  if  the 
mitigations  are  built,   they  won't  have  transportation 
impacts.     That  is  what  the  report  says.     It's  probably 
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E.2.1  P.I 

So  we  came  up  with  the  concept  of  a  scheduled 
mitigation  —  that  is,   don't  build  the  high-rises  till 
you  have  the  transportation  in  place.     And  on  a 
preliminary  basis  I  took  this  to  my  neighborhood,  and 
they  said,    "That's  great,  because  we  are  sick  and  tired 
of  having  to  fight  our  way  into  a  Metro  to  get  home  in 
the  afternoon."     If  we  know  that  the  cars  are  going  to 
be  coming,  we  are  going  to  get  home.     So  that  means 
that  this  minimizes  the  impact  in  transportation.  P.2.1 

This  is  a  pretty  simple  approach,   it  seems  to 
me.     And  every  neighborhood,  not  only  in  the  City,  but 
in  all  the  counties  around,  have  that  same  right,  to 
know  that  all  of  the  transportation  necessary  to  get 
people  to  San  Francisco  and,  as  you  heard  earlier,  to 
get  them  to  downtown  Oakland,   will  be  provided  about  at 
the  same  time  that  the  people  are  going  to  want  to  get 
there.     That  is  very  simple.     You  don't  have  to  have  an 
absolute  limit  of  500,000   square  foot  per  year,   but  you 
can  say,    "Gee,   in  the  year  1988,   BART  has  to  order  30 
cars,   Metro  has  to  order   40  cars,"  whatever   it  is,  this 
has  to  happen.     If   that  doesn't  happen  in   '89,   we  don't 
permit  any  more  downtown  construction.     That  is  pretty 
straightforward  to  me.  P.2.1 

The  same   thing  can  happen  with  housing. 
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Because  if  you  don't  get  the  housing  built  someplace, 
they're  going  to  be  cras+iing  into  the  West  Portal.  You 
are  already  pressing  us  for  secondary  units.  People 
always  said,   "Well,  why  can't  you  upzone  this?"  P.2.2 

Well,  you  know,  you're  now  looking  at  areas 
that  can  accommodate  thousands  and  thousands  of  units. 
You're  looking  at  the  SP  area;  you  are  looking  at  the 
Rincon  area;  looking  at  lots  of  areas  in  South  of 
Market.     If  you  will  schedule  these  things  and  zone 
them  to  be  housing,  perhaps  high-rise  housing,  then  you 
would  get  the  number  of  units  required.  P,2.2 

I  ran  the  calculations  on  my  own  to  see  how 
many  units  were  required.     By  the  year  2000  —  only 
considering  what  the  EIR  says  about  the  C-3  growth  — 
you  need  40,000  more  units.     Now  we  are  getting  600  a 
year.     That  leaves  a  30,000  shortage,   if  nothing 
changes.     I  am  saying  to  you  guys  that  you  should  say 
that,   what,   two,   3,000  have  to  be  built  every  year;  if 
those  get  built  in  the  previous  year,   then  you'll  allow 
the  downtown  growth  to  go  on.  P.2.2 

Now,  obviously,   you  can't  build  two  things  in 
the  same  space.     There  may  be  a  limit.     One  of  the 
things  that  happened  in  this  City,   if  you  extend  the 
calculations,  you  come  to  an  increase  in  population  of 
90,000  people  by  the  year  2000,   and  that  is  just  based 
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on  your  own  numbers.     That  doesn't  include  all  the 
other  office  growth  that  probably   is  going  to  happen. 
These  things  have  to  be  accommodated.     You  can't  close 
your  eyes  to  it.     If  you  have  a  scheduled  mitigation, 
you  will  be  able  to  accomplish  it.  P. 2. 2 

Now,  back  to  transportation.     They  go  on  with 
52  mitigations,  and  there  is  no  promise  of  them.  I'd 
like  to  suggest  the  53rd,   which  will   tend  to  make  the 
essential  ones  of  the  other  52  happen.     And  this  I 
brought  up  in  my  Steering  Committee  at  Greater  West 
Portal,  and  they  approved  it.     And  that,  is,  schedule 
annual   increases  in  the  parking  tax.     When  the  parking 
tax  gets  sufficiently  high,   people  will  double  up  in 
their  cars,   like  the  EIR  says  they're  going  to.  They 
will  squeeze  into  the  BART  trains.     They  will  do  all 
the  things  that  sensible  people  do,   because  it  gets  too 
costly.  E.6.4 

And  if  you  do   it   right  and  you  have  a  small 
annual  increase,   it's  continuous,   no  one  can  jump  up 
and  down;  he  knows  it's  going  to  happen.     The  people  in 
San  Mateo  will  say  to  their  county  people,    "Look,  it's 
going  to  cost  me  an  additional    $5  a  day   to  park   in  San 
Francisco.     You  better  finish  that  BART  connection. 
You  better   come  up  with   the  money  to  do   it."  E.6.4 

Not  only  that,  while   they're  beating  on  their 
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people  because  they  don't  want  to  pay  the  high  parking 
taxes,  we  are  going  to  have  the  funds  to  pay  our  share 
of  all  the  transportation  that  we  need.     Just  a  simple 
little  thing,  and  I  think  it's  reasonable  that  you  had 
a  tax  that  approached  $10  a  day  for  200  or  250  days  a 
year,  working  days.     Because  if  you  base  it  on  working 
days,   if  you  would  assess  each  parking  spot  $250,  that 
would  be  —  no.     That  would  be  $2500  a  parking  spot. 
That  would  come  to  $10  a  day.     Those  that  are  used  for 
24  hours  a  day,   those  that  are  used  seven  days  a  week 
would  obviously  pay  less  per  day  on  a  prorata  basis. 

E.6.4 

But  just  extend  it. 

Now,  we  have  50,000  parking  spots  today.  You 
get  $2500  each.     That  is   $125  million.     Now,  maybe  that 
number  is  high.     Maybe  the  number  of  parking  places 
will  be  decreased.     But,  anyway,   if  you  have  numbers 
like  that,   you  are  going  to  be  able  to  afford  to  buy 
Muni  cars  that  you  need;  you  are  going  to  be  able  to 
afford  to  do  all  the  things  transit-wise  that  you  need 
to  get  the  job  done.     That  should  be  considered  as  a 
real  mitigation  in  order  to  maintain  the  San  Francisco 
that  we  love.  E.6.4 

The  other  side  of  this  scheduled  mitigation 
is,  which  is  important,   if  you  just  build  this  darn 
stuff  and  people  can't  get  into  it  and  can't  find  a 
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place  to  live  nearby,   it's  going  to  go  vacant.     So  it's 
going  to  serve  the  developer's  own  interests  to  see 

that  mitigations  are  built.   

P.2.4 

And  we  envision,   or   I  can  envision,   anyway  — 
my  people  in  the  West  Portal  did  —  that  if  you  come  to 
them  and  say  that  you  can't  build  this  next  large 
high-rise  because  we  didn't  build  enough  housing  last 
year  and  didn't  build  enough  transit  last  year,  they 
are  going  to  get  connections  with  their  friends. 
They're  going  to  lean  on  the  other  counties.  They're 
going  to  lean  on  their  housing  developer  friends.  That 
stuff   is  going  to  happen.     And  we  are  going  to  have 
what  we  need  to  keep  the  City  going. 

And  people  can  say,    "Well,   it's  okay  for  the 
West  Portal  to  say  there  should  be  high-rises,"  but  if 
you  think  about  it,  what  we  are  trying  to  do  is 
preserve  a  single-family  neighborhood.     In  the 
progression  of  things,   if  these  high-rise  living  units 
are  built  downtown  or  near  the  downtown,   this  will  be 
the  progression  for  people:     They'll  move  in  there  when 
they  first  come  to  City;   they  will  move  out  further; 
and  ultimately  they  will  be  able  to  afford  —  Lord 
knows  what  a  West  Portal  house  will  be  then.  But 
they'll  be  able  to  be  in  the  City  and  be  attached  to 
the  City  and  find  a  place.     And  if  some  of  those  units 


P.2.4 
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are  condominiums,  maybe  that  will  help  them  afford 

D.4  D.5 

houses . 

I  think  it's  realistic.     We  are  not  just  being 

a  selfish  neighborhood  and  saying,    "We  want  to  preserve 

our  neighborhood."     Sure,  we  want  to  preserve  it,  but 

it's  kind  of  a  balanced  thing.     If  we  go  down  the 

tubes,   then  you  are  going  to  be  pressing  on  the  St. 

Francis  Wood  and  all  that.     It  is  possible  that  there 

can  be  more  high-rise  living  units  this  City.     And  that 

is  what  it  takes  to  maintain  the  single-family 

^  ^  D.4  D.5 

neighborhoods  that  we  have  today.     Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:       John  Diamante,  and 
then  Tony  Garcia. 

MR.  DIAMANTE:     John  Diamante.     I  have  been  a 
cable  car  driver  and  taxi  driver  in  the  City.     I  am 
here  as  Vice  President  of  Threshold,  International 
Center  for  Environmental  Renewal.     Threshold  is  perhaps 
best  known  for  its  ecological  principles  for  economic 
development.     And  Threshold  for  12  years  has  done  a  lot 
of  ecological  and  planning  work,   from  the  national 

Z.I 

parks  in  Nepal  to  the  well  known  Atlanta  2000  project. 

For  the  record,  Mr.  Chairman,   could  I  have 
from  somebody  an  approximate  dollar  figure  that  this 

S.3 

document  represents,  please. 

COMMISSIONER  SALAZAR:     We  asked  that  question 
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earlier,   and  —  $280,5000  or  so. 

MR.   DIAMANTE:     Isn't  it  the  case   that  this 
document  builds  on  approximately  a  half  million  dollar 
study,   its  precursor? 

COMMISSIONER  SALAZAR:     We  did  not  commission 
the  study.     The  Chamber  of  Commerce  did  a  study  that  I 
believe  cost  about  that  much.     It  was  about  $550,000, 
as  I  remember. 


S.3 


S.3 


MR.  DIAMANTE:     I  submit,  honorable 
Commissioners,   that  we  don't  have  a  very  good  value 
here  for  three-quarters  of  a  million  dollars.  3^3 

For  one  thing,   it's  not  even  proofread,  which 

to  me  as  an  editor  is  especially  annoying.     Copies  of 

it  were  not  available  in  plentitude,   and  copies  that 

were,  of  course,  were  unbound,  which  does  not  represent 

a  courtesy  to  citizens  spending  their  own  time  trying 

S.1.3  S.3 

to  get  through  this. 

I  hope  to  submit  testimony  in  writing.     I  will 
do  that.     And  I  am  very  grateful  that  you  have  extended 
that  comment  period  until  early  June.     I  think  that  was 
in  order.     So  I  would  just  like  to  make  a  few  comments 
today . 

I  think  you  have  been  appealed  to  all 
afternoon  and  you  will  continue  to  be  appealed  to  by 
people  in  writing  to  make  this  Commission  something 

Z.I 
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other  than  what  it's  been.     We  stand  and  sit  here  after 
130  years  of  a  famous  San  Francisco  tradition,   the  gold 
rush,   the  speculative  dollar.     And  everything  that's 
happened  in  this  City  has  enshrined  that  tradition.  Z.I 

And  now,   finally,   after  20  years  of 
nitty-gritty,   serious  neighborhood  politics  —  which 
the  courts  have  finally  recognized.     After  suit  after 
suit,  after  appeal  after  appeal,  courts  have  finally 
recognized  the  legitimacy  of  all  the  criteria  about 
which  people  have  spoken  this  afternoon,  pitted  against 
the  holy  right  of  the  almighty  dollar  to  reign  supreme 
in  San  Francisco,   in  this  small,  peninsular  space  of 
limited  assets,   limited  amenities,  and  limited  physical 
growth.  ^'^ 

You  are  being  appealed  to  for  housing.     And  I 
think  everybody  has  documented  that  this  study  simply 
doesn't  address  the  crisis  in  housing.     We  can  all 
recall  many  dramatic  examples.     Mrs.   Chapman,   I  think, 
gave  quite  a  good  one  several   remarks  ago.     I  remember 
the  International  Hotel  has  a  symbol  where  money  that 
allegedly  had  been  made  by  a  whiskey  monopoly  in  an 
Asian  country  was  funneled  out  of  that  country, 
allegedly  illegally,   to  the  United  States  and  used  to 
buy  a  building  that  was  the  cornerstone  of  a  community 
under  seige  there,   the  Filipino  community,  which  was 
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some  decades  old.     And  we  know  that  site  still  stands 

empty  and  symbolizes  the  current  crisis  in  the 

Tenderloin  and  South  of  Market  for  low-income  housing 

in  this  City.  D.3.1  Z.I 

You  are  being  appealed  to  on  the  grounds  of 

transportation,  which  I  can  speak  to  personally  as  a 

native  son  and  someone  who  worked  in  these  sectors  as  a 

public  servant.     This  study  simply  does  not  address  the 

regional  demands  of  high-rise  growth,   least  of  all 

transportation.     It's  pretty  clear  that  we've  got  to 

have  transportation  in  place  before  we  allow  these 

high-rise  buildings  to  continue,  before  we  allow  the 

impact  of  commuters,   including  or  Mayor,   and  all  the 

parking  and  the  pollution  and  the  badland  use  that 

hardtop  and  asphalt  and  parking  facilities  represent. 

D.3.2.4   E.1.5  P.2.1 
You  are  really  being  appealed  to,  after  130 

years,  to  look  at  the  impact  San  Francisco  is  having  on 

contiguous  communities,  on  the  bay  region,  on  the 

physical  assets  of  the  bay,   which  are  under   seige,  of 

course,   from  Southern  California,  and  all  the 

communities  that  take  their  cue  or  are  trying  to  hide 

from  the  bedroom  and  the  commuter  and  density  effects 

B.2.1 

these  high-rise  developments  are  having.  D.3.2    E.1.5   F.I  N.3 

You  are  being  appealed  to,   I  think,  for 
leadership  on  the  question  of  waste  management.  We 
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have  this  terrific  boondoggle  of  the  Waste  Water 
Project,   this  modern  Roman  sewer  technology,  when 
composting  is  clearly  called  for  here  by  most  of  our 
residential  units  and  climactic  conditions.     There  is 
no  place  to  put  the  waste.     It's  immoral  to  put  it  in 
the  ocean  and  further  pollute  the  Monterey  and  Santa 
Cruz  fishery.     I  think  this  Commission  is  being 
appealed  to  to  look  at  the  impact  these  buildings  are 
having  in  that  respect.  F.1.1  F.1.3 

In  just  simple  terms  of  architectural 
amenities,   I  think  you  are  being  appealed  to  to  be 
imaginative.     You  are  not,   clearly,  being  asked  to 
serve  here  as  patsies  or  baboons  or  mouthpieces  or 
rubber  stamps  of  any  executive  or  any  City  agency 
function.       You  are  being  appealed  to  as  individuals 
and  as  a  body  for  imagination  to  recognize  the 
realities  here  and  now  in  1984.  H.2  H.4 

It's  really  inconceivable  to  me  as  a  layperson 
that  buildings  should  continue  to  be  built  in  San 
Francisco  with  fixed  windows,  windows  that  can't  be 
opened  to  take  advantage  of  fresh  air  —  that  these 
energy-intensive,   air  conditioning  plant  buildings 
should  continue  to  be  erected  in  San  Francisco  and  the 
remarkable  energy  drain  they  represent.     I  don't 
understand  it,  and  I  wish  the  Planning  Commission  in 
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this  simple,   almost  esthetic  respect,  would  take  some 


leadership  as  far  as  standards. 

You  have  been  appealed  to  the  over  the  past 
two  decades  by  neighborhood  groups  and  in  numerous 
electoral  fights  to  represent,  as  you  have  done  in  the 
vote  of  North  Beach  last  week,  to  represent  the 
interests  of  diversity,  of  small  neighborhoods,  and 
especially  of  family  life. 

I  don't  think  it's  germane  here  to  sketch  the 
entire  complex  of  results  that  are  a  consequence  of  a 
No.   1  cash  economy  based  on  tourism,   the  transient  . 
labor  that  brings  in,   the  multiple  singles  in  the 
dwellings  that  force  out  single-earner  families;  the 
heavy  weighting  toward  asexual  or  skewed  sexuality  that 
a  magnet  city  for  people  —  for  busboys  and  waiters  and 
transient  service  industry,   tourist  industry 
employment  —  represents. 

I  think  you  are  being  appealed  to  by  families 
all  through  this  City,  by  neighborhoods,   to  draw  the 
line.     I  think  the  future  of  San  Francisco  may  well  be 
that  we  will  see  high-rise  buildings  marching  all  the 
way  down  South  of  Market,   all  the  way  down  China  Basin, 
all  the  way  to  Islais  Creek,   and  we  will  eventually 
have  a  complete  Manhattan  here  --  and  timesharing.  And 
all  these  lamentable  aspects  of  Manhattanization  will 


Q.I 
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extend  all  the  way  to  Ocean  Beach  and  the  Lake  Merced 

B.I  B.4.2 

watershed . 

You  are  being  appealed  to  by  all  the 

thoughtful  people  who  come  here  this  afternoon  and  the 

people  who  are  going  to  fight  acceptance  of  this  study, 

to  look  at  what  San  Francisco  has  offered  people  over 

130  years,   to  save  it.     It  cannot  offer  everybody  these 

things  for  the  next  10,   30  or  100  years.     Some  annual 

limit  is  in  order.     These  impacts  suggest  some 

imaginative  measure  by  this  Commission  or  even  imagined 

P.I 

in  the  minority  reports. 

I  submit,   this  report  is  really 
unsatisfactory.     It  says  very  good  things.     It's  got 
noble  aspirations  in  terms  of  landmarks.     It's  done  a 
lot  of  thoughtful  work.     There  is  some  really 
dedicated,  creative  work  in  here  that  is  subject  to 
transportation  brokers  for  new  high-rise  buildings  that 
would  try  and  lessen,  mitigate  the  problems  of  how 
people  can  find  transportation,   all   these  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Ego  trips  represented  in  that  letter  in  the  Chronicle 
this  morning.     These  are  good  ideas.     But  the 
dimensions  of  the  problem  go  far  beyond  the  study,  and 
they  are  known  to  all  of  us  on  this  side  of  the  rail. 
They  should  have  been  apparent  to  you,   and  I  think  you 
should  have  commissioned  and  should  now  commission  work 
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that  addresses  the  regional  aspects  and  all   the  other 
aspects.  B.2.1   E.1.4  H.I    N.3  Z.I 

I  think  you  should  make  a  finding  that  this 
document  is  unsatisfactory,  not  only  as  a  value  for  the 
dollar  spent  by  the  private  sector  and  the  City,  but 
simply  because  it  does  not  meet  any  of  the  things 
people  are  speaking  to  —  housing,   amenities,  the 
character  of  the  City,   the  future  of  families,  single 
or  dual-income  earner  families  in  the  City,   the  very 
amenities  that  bring  people  here,   the  goose  that  lays 
the  golden  egg,  and  all  that,  all  these  things  —  air 
pollution,  waste  management,   and,  above  all,   land  use, 
that  people  will  keep  addressing.  S.2    S.3  Z.I 

So  I  hope  you  will  send  this  study  back  to  the 
public  and  back  to  the  people  who  wrote  it  and  hear  the 
plea  by  communities  around  the  bay,   that  San  Francisco 
cannot  heedlessly  continue  to  accommodate  speculative 
interests,   real  estate  interests,   that  there  are  other 
interests  as  prime,   as  important  —  family,  community, 
mixed  economy,  mixed  labor  force,  blue  collar,  white 
collar,   and  all  the  rest  of   it.  A.I  S.2 

We  need  public  servants  in  this  City  who  live 
in  the  City,  who  connect  with  the  children  in  the  City, 
who  are  involved  in  their  future  —  far  beyond  the  POA 
and  these  kind  of  things  —  so  kids  are  not  growing  up 
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on  the  streets  tended,   or   untended,   by  commuting  public 
servants.     We  need  a  city  which  feels  a  stake  in  its 
children,  and,  whether  in  black-and-white  planning  or 
in  day-to-day  decisions,   follows  that  course. 

Z.1 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  time. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Tony  Garcia.  John 
Hpltzclaw.     Then  Dale  Carlson. 

MR.  HOLTZCLAW:     President  Rosenblatt,  members 
of  the  Commission,   I  am  John  Holtzclaw,   the  Chair  of 

Z.I 

the  Bay  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club. 

Last  year  we  testified  on  housing  and  bulk  and 
wind  and  shade,  and  so  on,  many  other   issues.     I  am 
going  to  concentrate  on  transportation  and  air  quality 

Z.I 

today . 

We  are  very  concerned  about  the  future 
transportation  problems  in  San  Francisco,  particularly 
in  light  of  the  100,000  additional  downtown  jobs 
projected  in  the  Plan.     San  Francisco,   and  especially 
downtown,   cannot  survive  without  adequate  transit. 
Otherwise,  widespread  and  long  lasting  congestion  will 
stop  traffic,   including  the  buses  and  trolleys,  and 
will  choke  us  with  toxic  exhaust.     Downtown  streets 
often  exceed  safe  carbon  monoxide  levels  today. 
Enormous  parking  garages  will  be  required.  Downtown 
roads  cannot  be  widened  at  the  expense  of  already 
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congested  sidewalks;  you  can't  move  the  buildings  back 
to  widen  the  roads.     The  only  solution  is  massive 
increases  in  transit,   as  the  proposed  Downtown  Plan 
acknowledges.     But  how  will  we  pay  for  these  transit 
improvements?  E.2.1.2   E.2.7   E.6.4  1.4 

Are  these  anticipated  traffic  problems  just 
speculation?     In  Monday's  Chronicle,    "Bay  Area  Drivers 
Are  Going  Nowhere  Fast,"  which  I  am  sure  has  been 
referred  to  many  times  today,   they  reported  congestion 
was  up  73  percent  between  1980  and  1982  in  San 
Francisco.     It  reported  that  Bay  Area  bridge  traffic  is 
up  12  percent  in  the  last  year  alone.  E.3.1 

Traffic.     The  DEIR,   Draft  Environmental  Impact 

Report,   asserts  that  the  use  of  automobiles  will 

decline  one  or  two  percent  —  decline  one  or  two 

percent  —  by  1990.     This  is  not  supported  by  the 

trends  reported  by  the  Chronicle  Monday.     The  DEIR  also 

predicts  parking  demand  downtown  will   increase  13 

percent  between  1984  and  1990,  and  another  14  percent 

by  2000.     And  3,700  parking  space  deficit  will,  quote, 

"Overflow  into  adjacent  and  outlying  residential  and 

commercial  areas,"  end  quote.     If  auto  use  will  be  down 

by  one  or  two  percent,  why  is  it  that  parking  will 

become  more  congested  and  parking  places  will  overflow 

into  the  neighborhoods?     That  is  an  inconsistency. 

E.1.4  E.4.1   E.4.2  E.6.4 
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In  light  of   recent  traffic  increases,   the  DEIR 

traffic  projections  appear  to  be  seriously  flawed  and 

E  1  2 

underestimate  the  traffic. 

Transit.     The  DEIR  contains  a  laundry  list  of 
transit  improvements  needed.     But  how  are  we  going  to 
pay  for  these?     Last  year,   the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission,  MTC,   identified  seven 
billion  dollars  in  transit,  new  real  transit, 
requested,  but  only  one  hundred  to  two  hundred  million 
dollars  a  year  of  Federal,   State  and  local   revenues  to 
pay  for  these.     At  that  rate,   it  will  take  35  to  70 
years  to  build  the  new  rail  transit  we  will  need  by 
1990,  six  years  from  now.     And  that  would  leave  us  with 
no  money  for  non-rail   transit,   like  buses  and  trolleys 
from  Muni,   like  A.  C.  buses.  Golden  Gate  Transit  buses, 
San  Mateo  County  buses,   and  so  on.  E.2.1.2 

We  need  new  and  larger   revenue  sources  for 
construction  and  for  operations.     We  urge  that  the  DEIR 
not  be  certified  until,  one,   funding  is  available  to 
build  all  MTC ' s  new  start  proposals  and  the  Southern 
Pacific  electrification  extension  to  a  Mission  Street 
terminal  near  the  Financial  District  and  light  rail 
lines  on  Geary  and  Third  Street  and  construction 

E  2  1  2 

started  on  all  of  these. 

Two,   that  the  Downtown  Transit  Assessment 
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District  be  implemented.  You  remember  the  Downtown 
Transit  Assessment  District  from  four  or  five  years 
ago?     That  that  be  implemented.  E.2.7.3 

Three.     The  Financial  District  be  made  an 
auto-free  transit  mall,  major  arterial  streets  be  made 
transit-only,   and  contra-flow  transit-only  lanes  be 

E.6.3 

implemented  on  major  one-way  streets. 

Four.     Future  office  projects  be  approved  only 
if  non-crush-level  peak-hour   transit  service  is 
available.     Approve  projects  only  if  adequate  transit 

P.2.1 

service  is  available. 

Air  quality.     The  DEIR's  assertion  that 
Federal  ozone  standards  will  be  met  in  1987  and  will 
continue  to  be  met  until   the  year  2000  can  be  faulted 
on  at  least  two  counts.     One,   the  transportation  or 
traffic  increases  that  they  use   there  appear   to  be 
seriously  underestimated,   judging  from  the  report 
Monday  in  the  Chronicle.     Two,   the  1982  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Plan,   upon  which  the  DEIR's  assertion  is  made, 
optimistically  predicts  that  the  ozone  standards  be 
met  —  just  barely  met  --  by  1987,   and  then,   that  ozone 
will   increase,  air  pollution  will  get  worse,   and  we 
will  not  meet  the  standards  in  the  year  2000. 
Progressively  gets  worse;   ten  percent  for  the  year 

E.I  1.5 

2000. 
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The  DEIR  also  predicts  increases  in  NOX , 
N-O-X,  primarily  nitrogen  dioxide,   emissions  due  to  the 
Downtown  Plan.     Well,  nitrogen  dioxide  becomes  acid 
rain  or  acid  fog  when  it  combines  with  fog  or  rain  — 
nitric  acid,   to  be  specific.     Acid  rain  and  acid  fog 
are  already  problems  in  California.     Unfortunately,  the 
present  Federal  Clean  Air  Act  does  not  address  acid 
rain,  acid  fog;   it  does  not  try  to  control  it. 
However,  where  the  Clean  Air  Act  is  silent,  nature  is 
not  silent.     Our  lungs  suffer,   forests  and  farms  suffer 
from  acid  rain.     California  farm  losses  to  air 
pollution  are  estimated  to  annually  be  one  billion 

1.6 

dollars. 

I  urge  you  not  to  approve  a  plan  that  allows 
nitrogen  oxide  emissions  to  increase.  1.2  1.3  I.Sj 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Dale  Carlson,   and  then 
I  have  two  cards  that  are  a  bit  confusing.     Henry  Kroll 
and  Regina  Smeed  have  both  signed  up,  but  both 
indicated  they  do  not  want  to  speak,  and  I  am  not  sure  j 
how  to  interpret  that. 

So  go  ahead.  Dale. 

MR.   CARLSON:       Dale  Carlson,   President  of  the 

Z.1 

Stanyan-Ful ton  Street  Neighborhood  Association. 

Commissioner  Klein,   I  know  you  are  feeling 
deprived  today  because  you  didn't  get  to  read  a 
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newspaper,   so  I  thought  I'd  read  you  some  of  mine. 
Starting  with  the  editorial  page,   there  is  a  wonderful 
little     cartoon  here  of  Air  Force  I  on  a  runway  in 
Peking,  and  it  depicts  Richard  Nixon  disembarking,  with 
a  big  smile  on  his  face,   his  arms  raised  in  his 
familiar   "V"  for  victory  hand  sign.     And  a  voice  from  a 
cartoon  balloon  in  the  back  of  the  plane  saying,  "Gee, 
Mr.  Reagan,   I  don't  know  who  invited  him." 

On  the  front  page  of  the  City  Section  there  is 
an  article  about  how  SF  dealt  with  the  earthquake  the 
other  day.     It's  by  Corrie  Anders.     And  it  starts,  "In 
a  major   earthquake,   it  would  take  San  Francisco's 
Office  of  Emergency  Services  from  three  to  eight  hours 
to  set  up  full  operations  to  cope  with  the  disaster. 
The  office  would  have  to  move  its  personnel  and 
equipment  nearly  a  mile  from  its  clerical  offices  at 
Seventh  and  Market  Streets  to  the  Central  Fire  Alarm 
Station  at  Hayward  Playground,"  assuming  it  can  get  out 
at  Seventh  and  Market.     "If  a  major   earthquake  struck 
while  City  employees  were  on  the  job,   it  would  take 
three  hours  for  the  Central  Emergency  Office  to  swing 
into  full  operation.     It  would  take  eight  hours  on  a 
weekend,  "  if  people  can  get  into  town  across  the 
bridges.     "That's  the  time  it  takes  for  people  to  pull 
on  their  socks  and  start  to  do  business,"  Dave  said. 
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But  don't  get  the  impression  that  nothing  is  being  done 
for  three  hours,"  he  said,    "noting  that  emergency 

K.5 

personnel  would  be  working  constantly. " 

He  closes  this  article  by  saying,    "If  we  had  a 
6  on  the  Richter  Scale  scale  on  the  San  Andreas  Fault 
near  the  Golden  Gate,  Marin  County  or  Daly  City,  then 
you  could  expect  damage  in  San  Francisco  to  a  lot  of 
old,  old  buildings"  —  the  ones  I  assume  Grant  Dehart 

K.I 

is  trying  to  save  through  the  TDR's. 

There's  an  editorial  in  the  Examiner  today  as 
well.     "Are  You  Ready  for  the  Next  Shake?"     "We  Were 
Very  Lucky,"  read  an  Examiner  headline  yesterday,  "and 
indeed  we  were.     Today's  earthquake,  which  may  have 
been  the  strongest  in  73  years,  caused  only  a  few  minor 
injuries  and  property  damages,  at  least  away  from  the 
epicenter,   and  was  relatively  modest.     It's  important 
now  to  review  basic  safety  precautions.     These  are 
fundamental.     Outdoors,   keep  away  from  buildings  and 

K.I 

power  lines .  " 

Just  stand  on  the  street  and  they'll  come  down 
to  you.     No  problem. 

"Remember  the  911  emergency  phone  number,  and 
those  outside  the  911  area  should  know  police,  fire, 
and  ambulance  numbers."  I^-S 

Now,   folks,   if  we  have  an  earthquake  that  size 
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in  San  Francisco,   do  you  really  think  the  telephones 
are  still  going  to  be  working?     I  think  those  kinds  of 
questions  need  to  be  more  seriously  addressed  in  this 

K.5 

EIR. 

I  will  submit  my  newspaper  to  Commissioner 

K.I 

Klein  as  Exhibit  B. 

On  regional  growth,   I  — 

COMMISSIONER  KLEIN:     At  the  rate  we  get  paid 
for  these  Commission  meetings,   I  need  the  quarter. 

MR.   CARLSON:     I  attended  a  luncheon  meeting 
at  SPUR  a  week  or  so  ago.     Commissioner  Rosenblatt  was 
there  as  well.     And  we  heard  a  presentation  from  a 
woman  at  U.C.   Berkeley  who  recently  completed  a  study 
of  office  growth  in  the  680  Corridor.     She  started  that 
report  with  a  rather  amusing  story.     You  don't  mind  if 

Z.4 

I  repeat  it,   do  you? 

Two  Contra  Costa  real  estate  developers 
decided  to  go  camping  for  the  weekend.     And  so  they 
packed  up  their  bags  and  their  backpacks  and  tents  and 
cooking  gear,  and  they  hiked  off  to  the  Sierras. 

On  the  way,   they  discussed  the   real  estate 
market  in  Contra  Costa,   and  was  it  going  to  soften,  and 
were  20  and  25  percent  vacancy  rates  going  to  slow 
growth  in  that  part  of  the  Bay  Area?  Z.4 

They  got  to  their  spot  in  the  Sierras  and  set 
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But  don't  get  the  impression  that  nothing  is  being  done 
for  three  hours,"  he  said,    "noting  that  emergency 

K.5 

personnel  would  be  working  constantly. " 

He  closes  this  article  by  saying,    "If  we  had  a 
6  on  the  Richter  Scale  scale  on  the  San  Andreas  Fault 
near  the  Golden  Gate,  Marin  County  or  Daly  City,  then 
you  could  expect  damage  in  San  Francisco  to  a  lot  of 
old,  old  buildings"  —  the  ones  I  assume  Grant  Dehart 

K.I 

is  trying  to  save  through  the  TDR's. 

There's  an  editorial  in  the  Examiner  today  as 
well.     "Are  You  Ready  for  the  Next  Shake?"     "We  Were 
Very  Lucky,"  read  an  Examiner  headline  yesterday,  "and 
indeed  we  were.     Today's  earthquake,  which  may  have 
been  the  strongest  in  73  years,  caused  only  a  few  minor 
injuries  and  property  damages,  at  least  away  from  the 
epicenter,  and  was  relatively  modest.     It's  important 
now  to  review  basic  safety  precautions.     These  are 
fundamental.     Outdoors,   keep  away  from  buildings  and 

K.I 

power  lines .  " 

Just  stand  on  the  street  and  they'll  come  down 
to  you.     No  problem. 

"Remember  the  911  emergency  phone  number,  and 
those  outside  the  911  area  should  know  police,  fire, 
and  ambulance  numbers."  K.6 

Now,   folks,    if  we  have  an  earthquake  that  size 
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in  San  Francisco,   do  you  really  think  the  telephones 
are  still  going  to  be  working?     I  think  those  kinds  of 
questions  need  to  be  more  seriously  addressed  in  this 

K.5 

EIR. 

I  will  submit  my  newspaper  to  Commissioner 

K.I 

Klein  as  Exhibit  B. 

On  regional  growth,   I  — 

COMMISSIONER  KLEIN:     At  the  rate  we  get  paid 
for  these  Commission  meetings,   I  need  the  quarter. 

MR.   CARLSON:     I  attended  a  luncheon  meeting 
at  SPUR  a  week  or  so  ago.     Commissioner  Rosenblatt  was 
there  as  well.     And  we  heard  a  presentation  from  a 
woman  at  U.C.   Berkeley  who  recently  completed  a  study 
of  office  growth  in  the  680  Corridor.     She  started  that 
report  with  a  rather  amusing  story.     You  don't  mind  if 

Z.4 

I  repeat  it,   do  you? 

Two  Contra  Costa  real  estate  developers 
decided  to  go  camping  for   the  weekend.     And  so  they 
packed  up  their  bags  and  their  backpacks  and  tents  and 

Z  4 

cooking  gear,  and  they  hiked  off  to  the  Sierras. 

On  the  way,   they  discussed  the  real  estate 
market  in  Contra  Costa,  and  was  it  going  to  soften,  and 
were  20  and  25  percent  vacancy  rates  going  to  slow 
growth  in  that  part  of  the  Bay  Area?  Z.4 

They  got  to  their  spot  in  the  Sierras  and  set 
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up  their  camp,  pitched  their  tent,  had  their  fire,  and 
they  had  a  nice  hearty  meal,   then  retired  to  their 
sleeping  bags. 

Several  hours  later,   in  the  middle  of  the 
night.  Real  Estate  Developer  A  was  awakened  by  a  lot  of 
rustling  in  the  bushes  outside  the  tent.     And  he  opened 
the  flap  and  looked  out,   and  there  was  a  huge  bear 
rumbling  about  in  their  camp.     Closed  the  flap,  started 
pulling  on  his  clothes,   started  lacing  up  his  his 

Z.4 

running  shoes. 

Real  Estate  Developer  B  was  wakened  by  all 

Z.4 

this  and  said,    "What  are  you  doing?" 

And  Developer  A  said,    "Take  a  look  outside  the 

Z.4 

tent. " 

Cracks  the  flap,   sees  the  bear,   looks  back  in, 
astonished,  and  says,    "My  God!     What  are  we  going  to 

Z.4 

do?     You'll  never  outrun  that  bear." 

Developer  A  says,    "I  don't  have  to  outrun  the 

Z  4 

bear.     I  only  have  to  outrun  you," 
[Laughter ] 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     You  even  tell  it 

better . 

[Laughter ] 

MR.  CARLSON:     You  know,   you  get  a  Ph.D.  in 
Economics  and  your  sense  of  humor  goes  down  the  tubes. 

Z.4 
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I  don't  think  this  Draft  EIR  adequately 
assesses  the  impact  that  San  Francisco  development  is 
going  to  have  on  the  region  nor  the  impact  that 
regional  growth  is  going  to  have  on  San  Francisco. 
This  Draft  EIR  says  that  as  of  1981,  we  had  61  million 
square  feet  of  office  and  retail  space  in  the  C-3-0 
District.     Since  then,   from  1981-1984,  we  built  another 
seven  million  square  feet.     That  seven  million  square 
feet  is  not  addressed  in  the  impacts  assessed  in  this 
draft.     From  the  Lincoln  Plaza  supplemental  —  I  have 
taken  that  list.     About  seven  million  square  feet  of 
additional  space.  B.1.1    B.I. 2    D.3.2  E.1.5 

This  supplemental  also  lists  135  more  projects 
that  are  either  under  formal  review  or  have  been 
approved  but  are  not  yet  under  construction  or  are 
under  construction.     And  they  total  another  22  million 
square  feet.     And  that  is  also  not  assessed  this  Draft 
EIR,  and  I  think  it  needs  to  be.  8.1.2 

The  draft  also  admits  some  20  or  25  million 
square  feet  of  office  space  that  is  under  construction 
in  Contra  Costa  County  in  680  Corridor,   and  I  will  be 
glad  to  provide  the  staff  with  a  copy  of  that  study  if 
they  don't  have  it,  because  I  think  it's  important  for 
us  to  get  a  full  picture  of  what's  going  on  in  a 
region.     If  all  that  office  space  is  going  to  get  built 


ADAMS 

CONVENTION  REPORTING 


1 

2 
3 
4 

5 
6 

7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


214 

in  Contra  Costa,  how  much  additional  BART  capacity  are 

we  going  to  have  to  supply  for  that  growth?     How  much 

additional  freeway  capacity  is  it  going  take?     How  much 

B.2    D.3.2  D.3.2.1 

additional  housing  is  it  going  to  take?  E.1.5  E.2.3  E.3.1 

The  woman  who  did  this  680  Study  told  us  that 
the  housing  that  was  currently  being  built  in  Contra 
Costa  County  was  intended  to  sell  for  between  150  or 
$200,000  and  up,  out  of  the  reach  of  middle  managers 
who  were  being  moved  to  the  East  Bay  by  major  San 
Francisco  corporations,   certainly  out  of  the  reach  of 
70  percent  of  the  people  who  work  in  San  Francisco,  who 
work  downtown  in  San  Francisco.     And  yet  the  EIR  says: 
We  are  counting  on  those  East  Bay  communities  to 
provide  housing  for  our  workers.  D.3,2.1 

They  can't  even  provide  the  housing  for  their 

workers.     They've  got  people  driving  in  from  Solano 

County  and  points  north.     How  bad  is  that  going  to  be? 

D.3.2.4  D.3.3.4 

This  EIR  doesn't  talk  about  the  18  million 

square  feet  of  office  space  that's  proposed  in  the  101 
Corridor  just  south  of  the  San  Francisco  County  line. 
That  is  a  serious  deficiency.     It  doesn't  talk  about 
what's  going  on  in  Alameda  County  or  Marin  or  any  of 
the  other  Bay  Area  countries,  and  that  has  to  be  looked 
at.  B.2  D.3.2.1 

As  a  member  and  president  of  the 
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Stanyan-Ful ton  Street  Neighborhood  Association,   I  am 

interested  in  the  impact  that  downtown  growth  has 

directly  on  my  neighborhood.     The  transit  methodology 

that's  used  in  this  Draft  EIR,  and  it's  a  fairly  recent 

shift  in  methodologies  where  you  look  at  transit 

capacity  over  geographic  areas  of  the  City  rather  than 

on  individual  lines,  assumes  load  factors  are  constant 

the  entire  length  of  the  line;  assumes  that  the  load 

factor  on  the  38  Geary  is  the  same  at  Ocean  Beach  as  it 

is  when  it  gets  to  the  Financial  District.     And  that  is 

not  true.     That  is  not  true  for  the  38  Geary  and  its 

respective  express  lines.     It's  not  true  for   the  31 

Balboa  and  its  expresses.       It's  not  true  for  the  5 

Fulton,  and  it's  not  true  for  the  21  Hayes.  E.2.2 

In  the  morning,  when  those  buses  are  heading 

downtown  with  workers,   they're  filled,   sometimes  by  the 

time  they  get  to  Masonic,   certainly  by  the  time  they 

reach  Van  Ness.     So  all  those  people  west  of  Van  Ness 

or  west  of  Masonic  are  not  going  to  be  served  by  Muni, 

or  poorly  served  by  Muni.     They're  certainly  not  going 

to  be  getting  the  service  they  deserve  and  that  they 

need  in  the  future  if  we  continue  to  build  office  space 

E.2.2 

as  the  Downtown  Plan  calls  for. 

I  think  that  is  particularly  problematic  when 
you  take  a  look  at  the  Van  Ness  Plan  that  this 
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Commission  is  considering.     That  calls  for  a 
substantial  increase  in  the  City's  housing  stock  with 
very  little  provisions  for  parking.     We  are  talking 
about  building  housing  units;  we're  trying  to  keep  the 
costs  down.     And  by  doing  that,  we  are  not  going  to 
provide  parking.     And  we're  going  to  assume  and  we  are 
going  to  hope  and  we  are  going  to  pray  that  people  will 
ride  public  transit  instead  of  taking  their 
automobiles.     But  if  the  public  transit  is  at  capacity 

and  beyond  by  the  time  it  reaches  those  folks,  they're 

4.     K  ^       K1  E.2.2.3  E.3.2 

going  to  be  m  trouble. 

The  Downtown  Plan  Draft  EIR  says  that  between 
1981  and  1984,   1000  additional  parking  spaces  were 
expected  to  be  built  in  new  high-rises  constructed  in 
the  C-3-0  District.     Well,   it's  1984,   and  I'd  like  the 
staff  to  go  back  and  take  a  look  and  find  out  exactly 
how  many  parking  spaces  we  have  built  downtown.  I 

E.4 

don't  think  we  reached  a  thousand. 

And  because  of  that,  we  are  going  to  have  more 
commuters  parking  in  our  neighborhoods.     That  is  a 
problem  in  my  neighborhood.     How  many  more  cars  are  we 
going  to  have  in  the  neighborhoods?     Mr.  Rulfe  earlier 
requested  a  definition  of  what  was  the  periphery  of  the 
downtown  area.     Does  it  include  my  neighborhood?  And 
how  many  more  cars  are  we  going  to  get  there?      E.3.2  E.4.2 
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When  you  have  commuters  parking  in  the 

neighborhood,   those  are  the  folks  that  help  contribute 

to  overloading  the  transit  system  before  it  reaches 

half  the  people  who  need  to  ride  it.     We've  got 

commuters  taking  advantage  of  the  transit  systems  that 

E.2.7.4 

San  Franciscans  are  paying  for. 

Finally,   the  Downtown  Plan  Draft  EIR  notes 
that  there  has  been  and  there  is  going  to  be  a 
substantial  increase  in  automobile  traffic  over  the 
Golden  Gate  Bridge.     Thousands  more  cars.     Lots  of 
yuppies  and  their  BMW's.     And  we  ^11  know  about  that. 
And  yet  somehow,   according  to  this  draft,   all  those 
additional  cars  over  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  are  not 
going  to  be  any  problem  in  the  Richmond  or   in  the 
Marina.     There's  not  going  to  be  any  increase  in 
traffic  and  traffic  congestion  and  traffic  problems  in 
the  Richmond  and  the  Marina  and  Cow  Hollow,  despite 
this  incredible  influx  of  cars  over   the  Golden  Gate 
Bridge. 

Now,   I  know  you  folks  are  omnipotent;   I  know 
you  can  work  wonders  and  can  do  miracles.     But  some  of 
my  neighborhoods  are  a  little  more  skeptical,   so  they'd 
like  to  know  how  it  is  that  you  can  bring  all  these 
cars  over  from  Marin,   have  them  disappear  when  they  get 
to  the  Presidio,  and  then  magically  reappear  in  the 


E.3.2 
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Financial  District,  without  going  along  Geary  or 
California  or  Balboa  or  Lombard  or  Van  Ness  or  any  of 
those  other  streets  —  I  think  it's  a  wonderful  thing, 
but  I'd  really  like  to  see  you  explain  how  you  are 

E.3.2 

going  to  do  it. 

Thanks . 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Henry  Kroll. 

MR.   KROLL:     Good  evening.     I  had  not 
originally  intended  to  speak.     I  registered  on  the  card 
to  show  my  feelings  and  opinion  that  this  report  is 
inadequate,  as  many  of  the  well-informed  citizens  have 

8.2 

registered. 

I'd  like  to  yield  my  time,   though,   to  another 
well-informed  citizen  earlier  called  to  the  podium,  Mr. 
Tom  Jones,   if  that  is  permissible.     Mr.   Chairman.  ^'^ 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     That  is  fine.     Let  me 
ask:     It  is  not  your  intention  to  speak  tonight,  then? 

MR.   KROLL:  Correct. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Could  I  ask,  before  we 
move  on  —  the  other  speaker  who  signed  the  card,  but 
it  is  unclear  whether   she  wishes  to  speak  or  not, 
Regina  Smeed. 

MR.   KROLL:     She  left. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     She  left.     All  right. 
Thank  you. 
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The  last  two  speakers  that  we  have  are  Tom 
Jones  and  David  Jones. 

MR.   TOM  JONES:     I  want  to  to  start  by  saying 
that  we  are  not  going  to  take  on  the  Burtons  quite  yet. 

I  have  worked  with  a  group  of  architects,  not 
all  members  of  SFT,  which  I'm  a  board  member  of,  in 
trying  to  take  a  look  at  an  issue  which  I  think  may  be 
eclipsed  by  some  of  the  other  concerns  people  have 
spoken  to  today  —  but  we  think  is  very  important  — 
and  has  to  do  with  something  I  call  perceptual  density. 

I  want  to  talk  a  little  about  density,   and  I 
want  to  distribute  —  unfortunately,   I  have  copies  only 
for  the  Commissioners  and  Mr.  Woods  and  had  given  one 
to  George  Williams  before  —  an  initial   study  we  did 
showing  what  it  will  be  like  to  be  on  various  streets 
downtown  from  a  pedestrian  point  of  view  in  the  next 
five  years  after  the  Plan's  implementation  and  with 

H.3  H 

cumulative  impacts.     If  I  could  distribute  these. 

Before  we  take  a  look  at  that,   I  would  like  to 
say  that  I  think  we  are  aware  that  the  mechanism  that 
has  been  developed  for  trying  to  take  the  pressure  off 
of  our  landmark  buildings,  which  we  call  Transfer  of 
Development  Rights,   is  a  very  controversial  one.     And  I 
want  to  address  that  briefly.     But  in  no  way,   I  think, 
do  myself  or  most  architects  I  know,   no  matter  what 
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their  vision  of  the  City  is,  want  to  see  our  landmarks 
jeopardized.     And  in  that  regard,   I  can  appreciate  that 
the  Department  and  the  Commission  has  acknowledged  the 
need  to  save  landmarks  and  has  tried  to  develop  a 
mechanism,  has  taken  a  look  in  a  very  detailed  study, 
the  Sanger  Study,  at  the  problems  of  landmarks,  and  has 
come  up  with  something  that  they  feel  manages  a  balance 
between  what  the  supply  of  Transfer  of  Development 

Z.1 

Rights  and  the  demand  could  be. 

My  concern  is  the  EIR's  conclusion,   if  there 
is  an  imbalance,   is  that  perhaps  we  should  make  more 
sites  available  for  receiving  TDR's  if,   in  fact,  the 
system  may  not  work  out.     I  would  advocate  that  the  EIR 
ought  to  look  also  at  the  other  side  of  the  question. 
We  could  reduce  the  demand  on  landmarks  and  the  demand 
for  TDR's  —  sorry  —  the  supply  of  TDR's  if  in  fact  we 
lowered  the  base  FAR's.     I  would  want  to  point  that 

H.4.1 

out,   although  that  is  not  the  substance  of  my  comments. 

Let  me  walk  you  carefully  through  the  drawings 
so  we  are  not  leaping  ahead.     The  purpose  of  this  was 
to  submit  material  that  we  felt  was  inadequate  —  that 
is,  to  supplement  material  that  was  in  the  EIR  that  we 
felt  was  inadequate,     A  lot  of  the  report  that  the 
Commission  issued,  our  Downtown  Plan,  paid  a  lot  of 
attention  to  the  shapes  and  forms  of  buildings  against 
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the  skyline.     We  are  very  aware  that  a  lot  of  attention 

for  architectural  detailing,   for  chamfering,  cutting 

back,   et  cetera,   is  an  intention  partially,   I  think  — 

it's  implied  and  not  stated  —  to  try  and  also  mitigate 

against  the  impact  that  tall  buildings  do  have  in  the 

H.2   H.4.1  H.4.2 

streets . 

I  disappointed  that  the  EIR  didn't  really  look 
at  many  of  the  districts  that  actually  will  have  the 
very  densest  buildings.     If  we  walk  carefully  through 
the  illustrations  that  I  have,  we  looked  at  three 
streets.     Second  Street.     Walking  through  Second 
Street,   if  you'll  notice  on  the  Plan,   there  has  been  an 
attempt  to  guarantee  sunlight  down  to  the  street,  and 
the  right-hand  side,   or  the  west  side  of  the  street, 
has  a  200-foot  height  limit.     But  the  other   side  of  the 
street  is  taller.     The  drawings  indicate  that  tall 
towers  will  march  down  the  left-hand  side  of  the 
street,  and  although  we  may  have  sunlight  in  the 
afternoon,   there  is  certainly  an  increased  sense  of 
density,   if  not  a  certain  amount  of  claustrophobia, 
if  —  and  I  want  to  qualify  this  —  if   the  upper 
portions  of  the  buildings  are  not  stepping  back  in  some 
way  to  bring  more  sunlight  or  daylight  to  the  street  in 
the  mornings, 

H.2  H.4.1 

If  we  look  at  Howard  Street,   which  is  the 
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fourth  drawing,    right  now  Howard  is  predominantly 
low-rise  buildings.     We're  standing  at  YBC.     Five  years 
from  nowr  a  tall  residential  building  goes  up  on  the 
corner,  perhaps  another  opportunity  site  behind  it,  an 
office  building,     A  couple  more  are  clustered  at  the 
other  end  of  Howard,   down  near  the  bus  terminal. 

H.2  H.4.1 

In  another  five  to  fifteen  years,  the 

buildings  spill  in  pretty  much  all  the  way  down  Howard. 

The  one  breathing  space  you  see  on  the  left-hand  side 

of  the  street  is  the  one  landmark  that  has  been  saved. 

The  rest  of  the  street,   for  a  couple  of  blocks,  will 

have  buildings  that  climb  up  to  heights  as  high  as  450 

H.2  H.4.1 

feet. 

Mission  Street  is  probably  the  most  alarming. 

And  I  should  say,  by  the  way,   that  I  feel  that  probably 

another  eight  to  ten  of  these  studies  should  really  be 

done  to  test  what  we  might  call  the   "maximum  buildout 

scenario."     Mission  from  Second,   looking  to  the 

Transbay  Bus  Terminal,   is  very  bright  and  airy  now.  If 

Philip  Johnson  built  a  building  five  years  from  now,  as 

he's  proposing  for  Times  Square,  New  York,   it  might 

look  like  this  on  the  corner.     Low  and  behold,  because 

this  is  predominantly  a  450-  to  a  500-foot  height 

district,   we  could  potentially  get  the  last  drawing  in 

H.2  H.4.1 

the  package. 
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Now,   this  is  not  to  suggest  that  I  think  that 
the  architecture  of  these  buildings  will  necessarily 
look  like  this.     But  I  am  only  taking  information  that 
is  in  our  own  EIR  that  I  find  very  alarming.     The  EIR 
states  that,   in  fact,   it  is  quite  possible  that  we 
could  have  FAR ' s  as  high  as  30-to-one  in  a  C-3-0 
District  South  of  Market  and  25-to-one  in  a  C-3-0 
Special  District,   and  as  high  as  23-to-one  North  of 

H.4.1 

Market. 

Now,   the  reason  I  am  raising  that  is,   I  think 
of  all  things  that  we  can  imagine  have  an  environmental 
impact,   density,   if   improperly  handled  in  terms  of  its 
bulk,  has  an  incredible  impact  on  over,  what,   seven  or 
800,000  people  a  day  coming  into  and  leaving  our 
downtown.     It  is  this  question  of  perceptual  density  — 
and  I  want  to  point  out  that  it  has  two  components. 
Certainly,  dense  buildings  are  hard  to  hide.     But  a 
certain  height  is  not  necessarily  the  only  factor. 
Many  people  romanticize   some  of   the  old  historic 
skyscrapers  in  our  own  city  or  in  New  York.  Possibly 
they  don't  seem  so  dense  and  seem  very  attractive 
because  they're  spaced  widely  apart  or  because  the 
upper  portions  of  the  buildings  are  set  very  far  back 
from  the  street.     What  does  30-to-one  mean?  30-to-one 
is  the  Empire  State  Building,   but  the  Empire  State 
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Building  is  not  a  particularly  oppressive  building. 
It's  very  tall,  but  it  doesn't  occupy  a  lot  of  its 
site,  and  most  of  the  buildings  around  it  are  low. 

H.4.1 

On  the  other  hand,   I  will  tell  you  a  little 
anecdote.     I  was  riding  in  a  bus  the  other  day.  Two 
women,  who  were  tourists  to  this  City,  were  remarking 
as  they  went  down  the  street  on  the  15  Third  as  we  got 
to  the  Transamerica  Building,    "Gladys,   hey  look.  That 
is  the  Transamerica  Building.     They  sloped  the  sides  to 
bring  more  sun  to  the  streets.     Look!     The  taller 
buildings  on  other  side  of  the  street  look  like  a 

Z.1 

wall." 

Now,  many  of  you  know  I  probably  wished  I  had 
written  that  copy.     The  point  is,   the  taller  buildings 
on  other  side  of  Montgomery  aren't  taller,   but  because 
they're  rising  sheer  from  the  street  and  they're 
bunched  up  together,  people  perceive  their  density  to 
be  greater,   even  though  they're  no  denser  than  the 

H.4.1 

Transamerica  Building. 

I  am  not  advocating  pyramids.     But  the  point 
is  that  if  we  use  a  TDR  system  and  we  allow  bulk  to  be 
deposited  and  fill  up  some  of  the  shapes  that  are 
allowable  under  the  bulk  regulations  of  the  Downtown 
Plan,  we  are  setting  ourselves  up  for  an  incredible 
series  of  conflicts,  which,   unf or tuately ,  the 
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Department  and  the  Commission  will  have  to  arbitrate 
and  wish  that  Solomon  were  brought  back  to  life.  We 
may  be  asked  to  save  landmarks  to  give  away  the  very 
openness  that  South  of  Market  streets  have  right  now, 

H.2 

or  sense  of  openness. 

It's  more  than  just  sunlight  in  the  streets. 
It's  like  being  in  a  canyon  where  at  least  the  upper 
portions  somehow  got  eroded  back  and  you  have  a  sense 
of  the  sky.     I  think  one  of  the  things  that  is 
important  here  is  that  without  weakening  the  TDR 
system,   the  EIR     should  definitely  look  at  how  we  are 
going  to  control  the  bulk  when  it  lands  somewhere  South 

H.2 

of  Market. 

What  does  30-to-one  mean?     We  may  have  a  few 
buildings  like  that.     We  have  about  —  if  the  average, 
by  the  way  —  is  to  be  20.3-to-one  on  South  of  Market 
opportunity  sites,   I  counted  only  nine  buildings  in  our 
entire  City  that  exceed  23-to-one,   and  many  of  them  are 
in  districts  that  have  low  buildings  around  them,   and  I 
won't  read  them  off,   but  they're  in  your  Space  for 

H.4.1 

Commerce  Table  in  the  Downtown  Plan. 

Many  of  these  buildings  will  not  only  be  550 
feet  tall  and  adjacent  to  one  another  without  any  parks 
between  them,  because  the  parks  are  somewhere  else 
also,  but  they  will  be  over  a  million  square  feet. 
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Now,   that  is  not  in  the  downtown  EIR  either,  but  we 
know,   from  word  we  have  from  within  the  development 
community,   that  some  of  these  buildings  will  be  in 
excess  of  a  million  square  feet.     And  a  million  square 
feet  of  a  building  550  feet  tall,   set  only  15  feet  back 
from  its  neighbor  at  a  height  of  about  300  feet  and 
then  tapering  a  little  further  away,   is  a  very  big 

H.4.1 

thing  to  hide. 

I  think  that  architects  are  very  skilled  in 
this  country  in  pulling  off  wonderful  ways  of  dealing 
with  the  issue  of  density.     But  I  think  that  there  are 
several  things  that  the  EIR  should  really  have  looked 
at.     The  Plan,   from  the  time  we  first  saw  it  to  the 
time  that  the  Zoning  Ordinance  came  out,   eliminated  the 
setback  requirements  —  that  is,   that  the  upper 

H  4  1 

portions  need  to  be  set  back  from  the  base. 

In  summary,   the  EIR  should  really  have  looked 

at  alternative  ways  that  we  could  control  density  and 

that  we  could  try  and  resolve  some  of  the  problematic 

conflicts  that  we  have.     A  good  step  in  the  right 

direction  is  that  the  Planning  Department  did  ask  for 

wind  studies  on  buildings.     Actually,   setbacks  not  only 

make  streets  feel  wider,   they  mitigate  against  wind. 

H.3.2  H.4.1 

I  happen  to  disagree  on  almost  every  front 
with  certain  architects  I  have  talked  to,  both 
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aesthetically  and   in  terms  of   density,   but   seem  to  have 
a  funny  common  agreement  with  people  like  Jeff  Heller, 
who  advocates  performance  criteria.     What  that  means 
is:     We  don't  say,    "Go  up,   set  back,   chamfer  15  feet 
here,   30  feet  there,"  but  what  we  say  is,    "We  want 
buildings  to  perform  so  that  they  deliver   a  certain 
minimum  protection  from  the  wind  at  the  street  and  that 
there  is  a  certain  sense  of  openness  at  the  sky."  It's 
called  luminosity.     It  means  we  can  actually  measure 
the  daylight  we  feel  when  we  walk  down  a  street.  This 
goes  all  the  way  back  to  the  origins  of  zoning.  The 
sky  exposure  planes   in  New  York  take  their  word  from 
trying  to  keep  the  sky  open.  H.2  H.3.1 

Let's  not  turn  the  clock  back.     Let's  turn  it 
forward.     We  have  the  opportunity  to  be  the  first  city 
to  institute  performance  zoning  criteria.     Now,  what 
does  this  mean?     It  means  some  architects  and 
developers  are  going  to  find  out  that  despite  the  fact 
that  they  have  a  site  that  says  550  feet  and  they 
follow  all  your  design  formulas,   they're  going  to  have 
to  cut  a  little  more  and  shape  a  little  more,   and  it's 
not  going  to  work  as  theoretically   it  seemed  to.  On 
the  other  hand,   other  sites  might  be  perfectly  H.3 
buildable . 

I  think  this  is  the  way  to  reconcile  this 
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inherent  contradiction  which  you  will  be  faced  with, 
having  to  trade  off  sun  on  our  parks,  wind  on  our 
streets,   the  openness  of  South  of  Market  streets,  for 
architectural  design.     I  should  hope  that  architectural 
design  and  architectural  designers  look  at  this  as  an 
opportunity  to  respond  to  the  environment  when  they 

H.3 

design  their  buildings. 

An  Environmental   Impact  Study  should  have 
looked  at  this  and  should  have  looked  at  different  ways 
that  we  can  mitigate  against  these  extreme  densities, 

H.4.1 

In  closing,   those  densities,  by  the  way,  will 
be  greater  than  the  greatest  dense  environment  that  now 
exists  in  mid-town  Manhattan,  which  is  where  the  IBM, 
AT&T  and  other  buildings  have  gone  up  in  recent  years. 
The  density  there,  by  the  way,   is  only  13.6-to-one.  So 
when  we  hear  of   "SO-to-one , "  we  are  a  little  alarmed. 

H.4.1 

I  urge  you  to  look  at  alternative  methods  for 

dealing  with  bulk.     I  recommend  that  significant 

further   reductions  in  base  FAR's  will  be  of  assistance, 

and  I  would  be  willing  —  and  the  architects  I  have 

been  working  with  would  certainly  be  willing  to  work 

further  with  the  Department  to  share  some  of  our  views. 

H.4.1 

Thank  you. 

MR.   DAVID  JONES:     Good  evening.     I'm  David 
Jones.     I'd  like  to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to 
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SECOND  STREET:        Looking  South  from  Market  Street,   5  Years 


SECOND  STREET:         Looking  South  from  Market  Street,  Maximum  Build-Out 
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HOWARD  STREET:        Looking  East  from  Third  Street,  Currently 


HOWARD  STREET:         Looking  East  from  Third  Street,   5  Years 


HOWARO  STREET:         Looking  East  from  Third  Street,  Haximum  Build-Out 


MISSION  STREET:       Looking  East  from  Second  Street,  Currently 
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MISSION  STREET:       Looking  East  from  Second  Street,  5  Years 


MISSION  STREET:       Looking  East  from  Second  Street,  Maximum  Build-Out 
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testify.  2.1 

The  testimony  today  reminds  me  a  bit  of  Marlon 
Brando  and   "On  the  Waterfront."     In  the  movie,  he  could 
have  been  a  championship  prize  fighter.     But  on  the 
advice  of  his  brother,  he  sold  himself  cheap.     He  threw 
some  fights  and  ended  up  with  nothing  to  show  for  his 

Z.I 

talent . 

At  the  end  of  the  movie,   he  turned  to  his 
brother  and  said,    "You  are  my  brudda.     You  were 
supposed  to  take  care  of  me .     I  could  a'   been  a 

2.1 

contenda,  but  I'm  a  bum." 

Well,   that  is  how  I  feel  today,   and  I  think 
that  is  what  the  people  here  are  saying:     You  are  the 
Planning  Commission;  you  are  supposed  to  take  care  of 
us.     You  are  supposed  to  take  care  of  San  Francisco 
residents.     Instead  of  that,   you're  selling  the  City 
cheap.     We  are  getting  a  few  trinkets  back  out  of  what 
we  give  to  developers,   and  we  are  losing  the  attributes 
that  make  this  City  great. 

I  am  going  to  focus  my  testimony  on  traffic 
and  transit,  especially  Muni.     I  have  been  looking 
forward  to  this  EIR  for  a  long  time.     I  have  been 
looking  forward  to  it  with  hope  that  the  Planning 
Commission  would  take  care  of  me,   would  take  care  of 
San  Francisco  residents,  and  I  wouldn't  have  to  come 
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down  here  any  more.     I  was  hopeful  because  the  EIR 
process  can  be  used  as  a  vehicle  around  which  diverse 
interests  can  reconcile  different  viewpoints  and  make 
the  compromises  necessary  to  allow  new  development  to 

Z.1 

occur . 

The  key  to  this  process  of  reaching  consensus 

is  to  provide  accurater  adequate,  and  objective 

information  which  can  sustain  public  scrutiny.  The 

Department  of  City  Planning  said  during  the  scoping 

process  for  this  EIR,    "They'll  attempt  to  use  the 

Downtown  Plan  as  a  vehicle  to  reach,  this  consensus."  I 

have  been  personally  hopeful  that  as  a  result  of  this 

plan,  community  groups  could  get  more  controlled 

growth,  better  mitigation,  and  developers  would  be 

willing  to  contribute  more  because  they  would  get  a 

simplified  process  —  no  more  lawsuits,  no  more  fights, 

S.1.1 

no  more  building-by-building  battles. 

However,   this  EIR  makes  me  very  frustrated  and 

very  angry.     My  fantasy  of  peaceful  coexistence  has 

been  set  back.     This  EIR  is  bulky,  unwieldy, 

unresponsive  to  scoping  comments,  and  presents  facts  in 

a  selective  and  prejudicial  manner.     The  facts  it 

presents  are  misleading  and  distorted.     And  given  that 

it  is  five  inches  thick,   it's  amazing  what  has  been 

S.1.1   S.1.2  S.2 

omitted . 
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The  EIR  as  currently  written  is  an  invitation 

to  years  of  litigation,   ballot  initiatives,  continued 

building-by-building  fights,  delays,   and  lawsuits. 

However,  this  is  only  a  draft.     I  am  still  hopeful  that 

the  Planning  Commission  will  use  the  hearing  process  to 

correct  those  deficiencies,   use  that  process  to  get  a 

consensus;  we'll  get  a  meaningful  document,   and  then  I 

can  go  home  and  read  great  literature  rather  than 

S.1.1   S.1.2  S.2 

EIR' s. 

I'd  like  to  pass  out  just  one  page  of  my 

comments.     I  will  be  submitting  much  bulkier  and 

lengthier  written  testimony.     What  worries  me  on  the 

transit  basically  is  the  accuracy,  adequacy  and 

obj ectiveness  of  the  information.     And  I  will  be  asking 

a  lot  of  questions  in  writing,   but  it  really  boils  down 

S.2 

to  one  fact:     I  really  don't  believe  the  numbers. 

If  you  look  at  Table  1,  we  have  the  passengers 
per  seat  ratios  in  1981  and   '82  and  in  1984  out  of  the 
Downtown  EIR.     And  I've  added  columns  for  how  many 
people  on  a  bus  and,   therefore,   how  many  technically 
are  standees.     It's  done  by  corridors,   but  you'll 
notice  that  in   '81,   if  you  are  going  to  the  Northeast, 
you  have  an  average  of  three  people  standing  around 
you.     If  you  are  going  to  the  Northwest,   you  have  an 
average  of  eight  people  standing  on  that  bus.     In  the 
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Southwest,   16  people.     And,  on  the  average,  on  a  Muni 

E.2.2 

Metro,   23  people. 

Now,   in  discussions  with  Muni  and  in  the  EIR, 
it  says  that  that  bus  that's  crowded  isn't  really 
totally  typical  because  it's  compensated  by  the  bus 
with  less  people,  and  this  is  the  average  over  two 
hours.     I  have  been  taking  an  informal  poll  at  work. 
And  from  what  I  can  tell,  no  one  has  ever  hit  that 

E.2.2 

magic  bus  that  is  bringing  down  the  average. 

Today  on  the  KLM  on  the  way  here,   I  left 

Embarcadero  at  5:30,   there  were  18  people  standing 

before  it  left.     There  were  54  people  standing  by 

Montgomery  Street.     There  were  88  people  standing  by 

Powell.     There  were  101  people  on  it  when  I  got  off  at 

E.2.2 

the  Civic  Center. 

Now  technically,   I  guess,   there  are  magic 
KLM's  that  have  no  people  on  them  that  average  the 
numbers  in  the  EIR,  but  I  haven't  seen  them.     And  I 
think  it's  statistically  improbable  that  the  people  I 
ask  at  work  —  every  day  I  ask  them  to  do  counts  — 
have  never  found  one.     That  leads  me  to  doubt  the 

E.2.2 

figures . 

And  I  would  just  basically  want  to  know:  Are 
these  based  on  theoretical  schedules?     Are  they  based 
on  line  counts?     The  EIR  doesn't  say.  E.2.2 
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If  you'll  notice  Table  2,   the  previous 

Department  of  City  Planning  Guidelines  which  were  used 

for  transit  showed  that  transit,   like  KLM,  was  at  60 

percent,   96  percent  of  capacity,   in  1981-82.  This 

Commission  in  September  of   '83  came  out  with  new 

guidelines.     They  showed  almost  every  line  having  more 

capacity  and  less  overcrowding.     This  EIR  says  things 

got  a  lot  worse  in   '81  to   '84.     The  guidelines  the 

Planning  Department  is  right  now  using  for  specific 

E.2.2.2 

EIR's  said  they  got  a  lot  better. 

We  got  a  letter  back  on  a  request  to  Muni  from 

Harold  Geissenheimer   that  said,   quote,    "On  the  whole, 

we  consider  our  peak  period  downtown  services,  and 

specifically  the  38,  38  L,  38  X,   BX  to  be  operating  at 

E.2.2.2 

and  above  capacity  load  conditions." 

I  just  don't  see  how  that  information  jibes 
with  either  the  September   '83  Guidelines  or  the  EIR's. 
And  when  I  start  getting  three  or  four  documents  that 
all  tell  me  different  things  —  some  transit  is  getting 
worse,   some  is  getting  better,   I  would  like  to  see  the 
basis  for  this.     I  will  be  submitting  a  lot  of 

E.2.2.2 

questions,  asking  about  that. 

I  am  very  disappointed  on  the  transit 
proposals  and  what  they  would  cost.     As  you  know,  this 
is  what  I  call  one  of  the  big  omissions.     For  the  past 
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five  years,   the  cost  of  transit  improvements  has  been 

just  an  incredible  discussion  in  this  City.     There  has 

been  the  one-time  fee  —  every  EIR  hearing.     There  has 

been  the  Assessment  District.     There  have  been  studies 

by  the  Chamber.     There  are  the  studies  by  SFRG. 

E.2.1.2   E.6.2.1  E.2.7 

When  the  Downtown  Plan  came  out,   I  said  that 
transit  proposals  cost  $3.3  million.     Suzy  Bierman 

E.2.1.2 

asked  Dean  Maoris,    "What's  your  response?" 

Dean  Maoris  said,    "It  will  be  in  the  EIR." 

E.2.1.2 

This  is  an  EIR  showing  economic,   social  and 

environmental   impacts.       Not  one  word  on  how  much  the 

transit  will  cost         after  four  years  of  this  debate. 

An  incredible  omission  in  a  five-inch  thick  document. 

E.1.4.1    E.2.1.2    E.2.7  E.6 

But  the  mind-blower  to  me  that's  biggest  is 
that  the  consultants  who  did  the  traffic  were  different 
than  the  consultants  that  did  Muni.     And  I  am  going  to 
read  a  direct  quote,  because  it's  pretty  good.     This  is 
from  Traffic,   and  there  are  about  ten  of  them  like 
this:     "The  increasing  levels  of  congestion  on  surface 
streets  would  extend  to  the  peak  period,  as  shown  by 
Figure  4  E  3.     Muni  operations  would  be  affected  by 
increasing  levels  of  street  congestion.  Surface 
transit  operations  will  be  slow,  which  would  have  the 
effect  of  increasing  the  frequency  of  crushed  loadage 
on  individual  vehicles.     Peak  hour  conditions  would  be 
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extended  and  would  be  expected  to  deteriorate  at  all 

intersections  by  2000.     Expanded  areas  of  traffic 

congestion  would  disrupt  surface  Muni  operations." 

E.1.1  E.2.2.3 

There  are  about  ten  quotes  like  that.     I  took 

Z.I 

two . 

If  you  look  at  the  consultant's  report  to  the 
downtown  EIR  in  the  Transit  Section,   technically  we're 
going  to  have  67  new  Muni  coaches  by  1990;   150  new  Muni 
coaches  by  2000.     That  is  going  to  take  care  of  the 
transit  problem.     The  traffic  consultants  say  the 
existing  buses  won't  even  be  able  to  make  it  through 
intersections,   let  alone  new  buses.  E.1-1  E.2.2.3 

So  I  think  we  have  a  real  conflict  that  has  to 


be  resolved,   and  I  will  be  submitting  a  lot  of 
questions  on  that. 

I  think  Dale  raised  a  very  good  point  about 
the  neighborhoods  and  traffic  through  them.  The 
Downtown  EIR  shows  that  some  of  the  highways,   like  101, 
won't  feel  as  much  pressure  as  you'd  anticipate 
because  —  and  this  is  about  the  280   intersection  with 
101  —  "Although  this  interchange  is  the  major  capacity 
restraint  for  the  freeway  system  inside  San  Francisco, 
conditions  have  been  analyzed  at  the  county  line 
because  of  the  abundance  of  surface  routes  in  San 
Francisco  that  will  allow  traffic  in  downtown  to  bypass 


Z.I 
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101  and  2  80 . "  ^  ^  ^ 

E.3.2 

So  basically,   things  aren't  going  to  be  that 
bad  because  people  are  going  to  use  city  streets.  When 
you  look  at  the  analysis  of  what's  going  to  happen  to 
city  streets,   it's  just  not  there.     Again,  initiatives, 
discussion,   newspapers  —  what's  happening  in  our  City 
streets  is  a  big  issue.     And  a  $250,000  or  a  $750,000 
study  that  thick    (indicating),  somehow  it  hasn't  got 

E.3.2 

across.     But  that  is  an  issue  in  the  City. 

I  guess  what  I  am  asking  for  is  that  the 
Planning  Commission  take  care  of  us.     It's  not  my  job 
to  come  down  and  ask  the  Planning  Commission  to  plan. 
And  we  do  it  all  the  time.     We  are  living  off  the 
capacity  that  was  built  in  the  Thirties  and  planned  in 
the  Fifties.     The  bridges  were  built  in  the  Thirties. 
They  had  oodles  of  capacity.     BART  was  planned  in  the 
Fifties.     And  Muni  Metro  Underground  was  planned  in  the 
Fifties . 

All  those  things  came  on  line  in  the 
Seventies,   so  you  could  approve  buildings  in   '74,  '75, 
•76  —  and  they'd  just  use  a  little  more  capacity  on 
the  bridge  and,  well,   the  problem  was  a  little  worse, 
but  no  one  noticed  it.  E.2.1  Z.1 

All  of  a  sudden,   in  the  last  three  years, 
incredibly  long  lines  on  the  highways,   incredibly  long 
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lines  on  the  toll  plaza.     There  is  no  capacity  left. 

You  guys  got  away  with  murder   the  way  you  approved 

buildings  in  the  Seventies.     Somebody  who  died  in  the 

Thirties,  built  the  bridge,   allowed  you  to  get  away 

with  that.     No  one  has  done  the  planning  for  the  things 

being  approved  right  now.     The  capacity  isn't  there. 

E.3.1  E.1.7 

When  people  get  in  their  cars  and  feel  really 

angry,   that  really  affects  their  attitude  about  life 

and  how  they  feel  when  they  go  home  and  the  energy  they 

have  to  do  other  things.     When  you're  in  a  traffic  jam 

and  you  get  intolerable  delays,   or  you're  in  a  bus  and 

it  becomes  a  humiliating  experience,   it  affects  the  way 

E.I. 4.2  Z.I 

you  feel  about  yourself,  your  family  and  your  life. 

When  you  become  angry  or  tired,   your  attitude 

about  life  changes.     It  affects  your  relationships,  it 

affects  your  health,   affects  your  attitude  about 

society.     People  feel  trapped  and  helpless.     That  is 

E.1.4.2  Z.I 

what  the  traffic  and  transit  conditions  are  doing. 

People  are  looking  for   someone  to  blame. 
Unfortunately,  they  take  it  out  on  someone  close  to 
them.     It  never  occurs  to  them  that  the  problem  is 
simply  bad  planning.     And  I  hope  the  Planning 
Commission  will  revise  this  document  and  do  its  job. 
You  are  supposed  to  look  after  us.     You  are  supposed  to 
take  care  of  us.  ^'^'^  ^''^ 
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PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Stuart  Flashman. 

MR.   FLASHMAN:     My  name  is  Stuart  Flashman.  I 
live  in  Emeryville,  California.     I  serve  on  the  Mayor's 
Special  Committee  on  Redevelopment  for  the  City  of 
Emeryville.     And  I  am  testifying  here  tonight  because  I 
have  some  concerns  about  the  impact  of  the  Downtown 
Plan  on  Emeryville.     Even  though  Emeryville  is  not  a 
part  of  San  Francisco,  nevertheless,  we  are  one  of  your 
closest  neighborhoods.     And  it's  one  of  these  things 
where  when  San  Francisco  sneezes,   Emeryville  gets 

Z.1  B.2 

pneumonia. 

I  am  concerned  in  part  because,   as  part  of  the 
Mayor's  Special  Committee  on  Redevelopment,  we  are 
dealing  with  issues  about  redevelopment  in  Emeryville. 
And  part  of  my  concern  in  terms  of  looking  at  the  EIR 
for  the  Downtown  Plan  in  San  Francisco  is  that  I  see 
issues  that  we  are  having  to  deal  with  in  Emeryville, 
and  I  don't  see  them  getting  discussed  in  the  Downtown 
Plan  for  San  Francisco.  ^.2.1   E.3.1  Z.I 

And  if  a  city  of  four  thousand  people  can 

discuss  some  of  these  impacts,   I  don't  see  why  a  city 

the  size  of  San  Francisco  can't  consider  some  of  these 

B.2    E.2.1    E.3.1  Z.1 

impacts . 

The  major  concern  I  have  is  that  the  EIR 
doesn't  at  all  discuss  the  issue  of  how  much  growth 
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should  be  allowed  in  San  Francisco.     Is  there  any  limit 

as  to  how  much  development  San  Francisco  can  reasonably 

stand?     Particularly  in  terms  of  housing  —  and 

particular  in  housing,  affordable  housing  —  in  terms 

of  transportation,  and  in  terms  of  open  space. 

B.I    B.2  B.6  D.3.1    D.3.3  D.4 

I  don't  see  any  discussion  about  any  upper 

limit  in  growth  in  San  Francisco  in  any  of  these 
aspects.     More  importantly,   in  terms  of  Emeryville,  I 
don't  see  much  of  any  discussion  about  what  impact  the 
development  envisioned  by  the  Downtown  Plan  will  have 
on  the  other  communities  in  the  East  Bay  and  otherwise 

in  the  Bay  Area.  b,2.1   B.2.2  D.3.2.1   D.3.2.3  E.2  E.3.1  N.3 

Let  me  get  into  a  couple  of  specifics  as  to 
what  my  concerns  are  in  terms  of  Emeryville. 
Emeryville  has  been  lucky  to  maintain  a  stock  of 
affordable  housing.     The  pressure  from  San  Francisco  is 
already  affecting  rents  in  Emeryville.     We  have  seen 
rents  in  Emeryville  going  up  to  the  point  where  now 
people  are  starting  to  talk  about  having  to  institute 

rent  control  in  Emeryville,  what  has  never  been  a  need 

^  ^  D.3.2.3 
before . 

The  Downdown  Plan  in  San  Francisco  will  put 
increased  pressure  on  Emeryville's  housing  market  in 
two  ways.     One,  because  it  will  be  bring  more  residents 
into  the  area  for  the  new  white  collar  jobs,  and. 
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secondly  —  D.3.2.3 
PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:      Excuse  me.  Mr. 

Flashman,   could  you  pause  for  a  few  minutes?    We  need 

to  take  a  short  break,   and  then  you  can  continue  your 

testimony. 

[Short  recess] 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:      All   right,  Mr. 
Flashman.     I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  indulgence. 
Woud  you  please  continue  from  where  you  where  speaking 
before. 

MR.  FLASHMAN:     Yes.     Again,   as  I  was  talking 
about,   in  terms  of  housing,   the  pressure  from  San 
Francisco  already  is  affecting  rents  in  Emeryville. 

D.3.2.3 

I  mentioned  that  one  of  the  effects  would  be 
because  of  the  new  residents  being  brought  in  by  the 
increasing  development  in  downtown  San  Francisco.  In 
addition,   the  fact  that  all  of  these  additional 
residents  are  being  brought  into  San  Francisco  is  going 
to  displace  residents  out  of  San  Francico  as  the  rents 
in  San  Francisco  continue  to  escalate.     And  these  blue 
collar  workers  whose  housing  and  whose  jobs  are  going 
to  be  displaced  out  of  San  Francisco  by  the  Downtown 
Plan  are  going  to  end  up  being  forced  over   into  the 
East  Bay,  putting  additional  pressure  on  the  East  Bay 
housing  markets.  D.3.2.1  D.3.2.3 
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I  don't  see  anything  in  the  EIR  discussing  the 

impact  these  changes  will  have  on  the  East  Bay.  I 

mean,  admittedly  they  may  not,  when  you  throw  your  blue 

collar  workers  out  of  San  Francisco  and  they  end  up 

living  in  the  East  Bay,   that  maybe  doesn't  impact  on 

San  Francisco,  but  it  impacts  on  the  East  Bay.     And  an 

EIR,  so  far  as  I  know,   is  not  supposed  to  have  its 

geographic  limits  defined  by  the  city  borders  of  San 

D.3.2.1    D.3.2.3  D.3.2.4 

Francisco. 

In  terms  of  traffic,  which  is  my  second  major 

area  of  concern,   I  am  lucky,  actually,   in  that  I  don't 

work  in  San  Francisco,   so   I  don't  have  to  commute  from 

Emeryville  to  San  Francisco.     I  work  in  Richmond,   so  I 

commute  in  the  opposite  direction.     So  every  morning 

and  every  evening,   I  see  the  traffic  jam  that  goes 

along  Interstate  80  towards  and  away  from  the  Bay 

Bridge.     That  traffic  jam,   every  morning,  extends  all 

the  way  from  the  approach  to  the  Bay  Bridge  toll  plaza 

out  to  Richmond,  and  every  afternoon  it  extends  from 

Richmond  back  to  the  Bay  Bridge  toll  plaza.     That  is  a 

distance  of  about  nine  miles  of  bumper- to-bumper , 

stop-and-go  traffic  that  people  who  commute   to  and  from 

E.3.1 

San  Francisco  have  to  deal  with  every  day. 

Now,  admittedly  right  now,   CalTrans  is  trying 
to  struggle  to  alleviate  the  present  mess,   but  the 
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Downtown  Plan,   as  I  see  it,   is  going  to  increase  the 

problems  and  will   totally  negate  any  attempts  that 

CalTrans  is  making  right  now  to  try  and  make  that 

problem  manageable.     And  I  can  very  easily  see  how 

people  commuting  from  the  East  Bay  into  San  Francisco 

are  going  to  have  three-hour  commutes  each  way.     And  I 

don't  consider  that  to  be  at  all  reasonable,  to  expect 

people  to  be  commuting  three  hours  each  way  to  and  from 

E.I. 4.2 

work . 

I  know  that  in  addition  to  that,   one  of  the 

things  that  CalTrans  is  planning  is  a  high-occupancy 

vehicle  lane.     That  lane  will,   it's  true,   improve  the 

situation  in  terms  of  the  approaches  to  the  Bay  Bridge. 

It  will  also,   however,   increase  the  amount  of  traffic 

on  the  Bay  Bridge.     And  when  there  is  a  breakdown  or  an 

accident  on  the  Bay  Bridge,   it  means  that  the  traffic 

E.3.1  E.3.3 

jams  resulting  will  be  that  much  worse. 

I  have  already  dealt  with  traffic  jams,  going 
across  the  Bay  Bridge,  causing  me  to  spend  close  to  an 
hour  and  a  half  just  getting  across  the  Bay  Bridge, 

E.3.1 

just  the  actual  span  of  the  bridge. 

The  third  area   I  want  to  comment  on  is  on 

transit . 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:  Mr.  Flashman,  are  you 
about  finished? 
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MR.   FLASHMAN:     Just  about.     Basically,  the 
transit  for  the  AC  Transit  across  the  Bay  Bridge  has  to 
be  sort  of  a  joke,  because  with  the  traffic  lined  up 
for  eight  miles  to  get  to  the  toll  plaza  of  the  Bay 
Bridge,   I  don't  expect  anyone  is  going  to  want  to  take 
a  bus  across  the  Bay  Bridge  when  they  have  to  wait 
through  that  traffic  jam  on  that  bus  the  full  eight 
miles , 


E.I. 4.2 
E.3.1 


What  I  would  like  to  suggest  that  the  Planning 
Commission  ought  to  be  considering  is  some  alternative 
plans  —  in  particular,   to  consider  setting  some 
maximum  limits  on  developments,   commercial  developments 
in  San  Francisco  on  a  section-by-section  basis,  and 
also  setting  some  annual  limits  as  to  how  much 
development  goes  on  in  each  particular  year  so  that  you 
don't  end  up  with  the  massive  dislocatioins  that  are 
going  on  right  now  because  of  the  excess  development 
going  on  in  San  Francisco, 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     The  Commission  has 
completed  all  of  the  testimony,   received  all  of  the 
testimony  indicated.     We  have  not  taken  time  as  yet  for 
comments  from  Commissioners,  and  obviously  there  is  one 
significant  comment  that  was  made  during  the  testimony 
that  I  think  compels  us  to  have  one  more  period  of  time 
when  we  would  have  a  public  hearing.     And  I  would 


P.I 
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suggest  that  we  do  that,   that  the  Commission  might  want 
to  consider  doing  that  next  week. 

We  have  a  reasonably  brief,  by  usual 
standards,   regular  business  meeting  next  week,  which  I 
would  gather  would  be  reasonably  and  rather  easily 
completed  by  5:00  o'clock. 

Does  the  Commission  wish  to  .    .  . 

VICE  PRESIDENT  NAKASHIMAi      I'd  like   to  move 
that  next  Thursday  we  schedule  for  the  continuation  of 
the  hearing  at  5:30,  until  we  finish  the  matter. 

COMMISSIONER  BIERMAN:     I  thought  you  suggested 

5:  00  . 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     I  suggested  that  we 
probably  would  be  comfortably  through  by  5:00  with  the 
other  business.     Our  normal  business  will  be  conducted 
under  the  Commission's  new  rules  with  respect  to  time 
limits . 

COMMISSIONER  BIERMAN:     Why  don't  you  make  it 
5:00  instead  of  5:30? 

VICE  PRESIDENT  NAKASHIMA:     I ' d  be  surprised  if 
we  got  done  on  time.     I'd  like  to  give  it  a  little 
30-minute  leeway  just  to  play  it  safe. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     All   right.     Is  there  a 
second  to  the  motion? 

COMMISSIONER  BIERMAN:  Second. 
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PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:      All    those   in  favor? 
Opposed?     All   right.     That  concludes  today's  business. 

[Whereupon,   the  proceedings  in  the  above 
matter  adjourned  at  7:40  o'clock  p.m.] 

 oOo  
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STATE   OF  CALIFORNIA 


ss  . 


COUNTY  OF  MARIN 


I,   RICHARD  S.   ADAMS,   do  hereby  certify  that 
the  foregoing  transcript  was  reported  in  shorthand  at 
the  time  and  place  therein  stated.     I  further  certify 
that  the  foregoing  is  a  full,   true  and  accurate 
transcription  of  the  proceedings  to  the  best  of  my 
ability . 

I  further  certify  that  I  am  not  of  counsel  or 
attorney  for  either  or  any  of  the  parties  named  in  said 
action,   nor   in  any  way  interested  in  the  outcome  of  the 
cause  named  in  said  caption. 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,    I  have  hereunto  set  my 
hand  and  affixed  my  seal  of  office  this  ^Q/y^   


day  of 
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PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Ladies  and  gentlemen, 
can  we  reconvene,  please.     Let  me  repeat  that  there  are 
sign-up  cards  here,   and  if  you  wish  to  address  the 
Commission  on  this  matter  of  the  Draft  EIR,  we  would 
appreciate  you  signing  one  of  these  cards.     We  would 
ask  that  people  please  observe  the  same  ground  rules 
that  we  adopted  last  hearing  on  this  matter,   which  is 
testimony  of  no  more  than  15  minutes.     And  we  would 
certainly  welcome  any  written  comment  which  you  would 
like  to  provide  the  Department  between  now  and  the 
close  of  that  comment  period,   which  is  the  end  of  the 
working  day  on  June  4th. 

Lee,  would  you  call  Item  9,  please. 

SECRETARY  WOODS:  This  is  a  public  hearing  on 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  Downtown 
Plan . 

MR.   BASH:     There  are   some  points   that   I'd  like 
to  make  in  response  to  last  week's  public  hearing 
before  we  begin  taking  testimony  on  this   item.  First, 
we  have  a  typed  version  of   the  dates  involved   in  future 
Commission  meetings  on  the  Downtown  Plan  which  is 
before  the  Commission  now,   I   think,   and  we  have  copies 
here  for  members   in  the  audience,    if   they  would  like. 
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In   response  to  Commissioner  Salazar's  request 
concerning  emergency  services  and  seismic  safety 
analysis,   the  Downtown  Plan  Draft  EIR  discussions  of 
Fire  Department  and  emergency  services  were  based  on 
extensive  consultation  with  appropriate  City 
departments.     The  Fire  Department  was  consulted  by  ESA 
regarding  the  service  needs  in  the  downtown  during 
preparation  of  both  the  consultant's   report  and  the 
Draft  EIR.     They  were  not  asked  specifically  about 
emergency  services  after  an  earthquake  but  were  asked 
about  needs  for  all  the  services,   which  includes 
response  to  non-fire  incidents. 

Contacts  were  mainly  with  Chief  Robert  Rhodes, 
who  also  supplied  ESA  with  Fire  Department  computerized 
data  on  incidents  in  the  various  areas  of  downtown  and 
in  various  types  of  buildings  in  downtown.     Copies  of 
draft  sections  of  the  consultant's  report  were  provided 
to  the  Fire  Department  for   their   review  before  the 
document  was  published. 

All  City  department  heads  were  given  copies  of 
the  consultant's   report  and  were  asked  either  by  letter 
or   in  person  by  the  Director   to  provide  the  Department 
with  any  comments  they  might  have  on  material   in  their 
area  of  expertise. 

The  Mayor's  Office  of   Emergency  Services  was 
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involved  in  preparation  of  the  seismic  effects  section 
of  the  Draft  Environmental   Impact  Report.  They 
provided  ESA  with  information  upon   request.  ESA 
offered  draft  copies  of   this  section  for   that  office's 
review  and  revised  a  section  based  on  that  office's 
staff  comments. 

Department  staff  also  contacted  Tom  Jenkins  of 
that  office  on  matters  in  the  seismic  safety  section 
during  all  our  review  and  preparation  of  that  section. 

In  addition,   the  Commission  has  been  requiring 
for   the  past  couple  of  years  that  developers  of 
individual  projects  provide  a  building-specific 
emergency   response  plan  in   coordination  with  the  Office 
of  Emergency  Services.     This  condition  was  developed 
with  and  approved  by  that  office   in  December   of    '81  and 
has  been  included  in  project  EIR's  and  approval  actions 
after  January   '82.     Thus,   the   impact   information  and 
mitigation  measures  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  are  not 
coming  up  for  the  first  time  here,   but  have  been  dealt 
with  on  a  more  appropriately  limited  basis  for   the  last 
two  years   in  actions  on   individual  projects. 

The  last  point  concerns  the  status  of  the 
downtown  EIR  consultant's   report.     As  the  Commission 
knows,   the  EIR  Contract  Monitoring  Panel  was 
established  by  the  Commission  to  monitor  preparation  of 
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that   report  under  contract  with  Environmental  Science 
Associates,   approved  by  the  Commission,   using  funds 
provided  by  the  business,   labor  and  development 
communities  and  the  San  Francisco  Foundation.  That 
report  is  not  itself  an  EIR  or  a  defined  environmental 
document  under   the  California  Environmental  Quality 
Act.     Much  of   it,   however,    is  used  and  incorporated  by 
reference  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR. 

These  were  all  the  comments  I  want  to  make.  I 
would  be  pleased  to  answer  questions. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Thank  you.     We  will  now 
take  testimony.     I  would  like  to  ask   for   the  sake  of 
the  court  reporter  that  each  speaker,   as  you  come 
forward,  please  give  your  name  and  then  be  kind  enough, 
even  if  it's  a  simple  name,   to  spell  it  so  we  have  it 
clearly  on  the  record. 

The  first  speaker   is  Marilyn  Smulyan. 

MS.   SMULYAN:     My  name  is  Marilyn  Smulyan.  I 
am  here  to  speak  for  Supervisor  Nancy  Walker.  It's 
S-m-u-l-y-a-n .  Z.I 

The  testimony  I  am  going  to  present  for  Nancy 

today  will  be  rather  brief  because  she  hasn't  yet  had  a 

chance  to  complete  her   analysis  of  the  Draft  EIR.  She 

does  intend  to  submit  written  comments  prior  to  the 

deadline,   which  I   think   is  June  4th.     Is  that  correct? 

S.1.3 
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I  believe  that  the  major  deficiency  in  the 
Draft  EIR  is  the   lack   of  consideration  given  to 
projects  currently  being  proposed  for  areas  adjacent  to 
those  included  in  the  EIR.     I  do  not  understand  how  a 
Draft  EIR  can  be  conducted  without  considering  the 
cumulative  impacts  of  major  projects  which  are 
currently  being  considered,    such  as  Mission  Bay,  the 
Downtown  Stadium,   the  completion  of  the  Yerba  Buena 
Center,   and  the  area  included  in  the  South  of  Market 

moratorium.  A.4   B.1.1    B.I. 2    B.2    D.2.5  E.1.5  E.1.9 

Likewise,   I  don't  understand  how  the  Draft  EIR 
can  ignore  the  overall  potential  impacts  on  the 
diversity  of  our  City  and  our  neighborhoods.  I 
sincerely  question  whether  or  not  people  are  going  to 
want  to  come  visit  and  live  in  a  city  that  is 
predominantly  made  up  of  office  buildings  and  office 
workers.  B.4  D.3.1 

In  my  capacity  as  a  member   of   the  Board  of 
Supervisors,   I  hear  many  citizen  complaints.     The  two 
biggest  complaints   I  hear   are   related  to  housing  and  to 
transportation.     I  do  not  believe  that  the  Draft  EIR 
adequately  addresses  how  we  are  going  to  create  enough 
long-term  affordable  housing.     As  it  is,  much  of  the 
affordable  housing  in  the  City  is  only  temporary  --  for 
example,   the  Section  8  and  UDAG  housing  in  the 
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Tenderloin  which  will   become  market  rate  before  the 

year  20  0  0.  ^-^  D.5 

While  some  people  are   fortunate  enough  not  to 
be  directly  affected  by  the  lack  of  affordable  housing, 
everyone  in  San  Francisco   is  directly  affected  by 
transportation  problems.     My  office  receives  daily 
complaints  relating  to  traffic  congestion.  Muni  service 
and  parking,   or,  more  appropriately,   the  lack  of 
parking.  E.2.2  E.3.2  E.4 

Clearly,   one  of  the  most  important  sections  of 
the  Draft  EIR  is  the  one  on  transportation  and  the 
question  of  whether  or  not  we  can  meet  the  new  demands 
that  extensive  and  unlimited  high-rise  development  will 
place  on  our  already  overburdened  transportation 
system.     This  entire  section  is  based  on  assumptions 
that  projects  which  don't  currently  exist  will  be 
completed.      I  question  these  assumptions.     At  least  one 
of  the  projects  assumed  for   completion  was  recently 
rejected  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,   and  specifically 
I  am  referring  to  the  BART  extension  to  the  airport.  E.2.1 

Additionally,   there  are  no  indications  that 
even   if  approved  and  if   funding   is  found,   that  the 
assumed  projects  could  be  completed  in  the  same  time 
frame  as  the  new  office  development.  E.6  P.2.3 

The  Draft  EIR  does  not  adequately  address  the 
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loss  of  blue  collar  jobs  and  small   businesses  in  the 
South   of  Market  area  and  the   resultant   impact  on  the 
economy  of  the  City  and  the  continuing  loss  of 
diversity  of   the  City.  B.4.1 

In  the  area  of   seismic  standards,   the  Draft 
EIR  doesn't  adequately  assess  the   impact  of  increased 
density  on  the  City's  already  inadequate  Office  of 
Emergency  Services.     I  assume  that  most  of  you  are 
familiar  with  last  week's  news  article  which  pointed 
out  the  fact  it  will  take  from  three  to  eight  hours 
after  a  major  earthquake  for  the  City's  emergency 
system  to  even  begin  working  under  current  conditions.  K.5 

Finally,   I  did  not  understand  how  anyone  can 
assess  the  adequacy  of  the  Draft  EIR  without 
considering  the   impacts  on  all  of  the   surrounding  Bay 
Area  communities.     To  that  end,   I  would  like  to  request 
that  before  the  EIR  is  completed,   that  comments  be 
included  from  all  of  the  relevant  regional  planning 
agencies  and  neighboring  counties,    including  ABAC,  the 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,   the  Golden  Gate 
Bridge  District,   and  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Management  District  as  well  as  the  actual  counties  of 
Marin,  Alameda,   San  Mateo,   and  Contra  Costa,   to  name  a 
few.  ^'^  ^•'••^ 

Thank  you. 
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PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     John  Elberling. 

MR.   ELBERLING:        John  Elberling, 
E-l-b-e-r-l-i-n-g,   for  San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable 
Growth.     I'm  one  of  the  few  people  who  feels  terribly 
constrained  by  your  IS-minute  time  limit  on  this 
document.     So  I  am  going  to  have  to  focus.     I  have  one 
quick  30-second  item,   one  two-minute   item,   and  the  main 
part  of   the  comments  will  be  on  seismic  safety,   which  I 
think  is  the  most  important  part  of  this  document  in 
any  sense  of  the  word.  K  Z.I 

The  30-second  item  is  about  acid  rain.  The 
Air  Quality  section  of   the  DEIR  does  not  discuss  acid 
rain  impacts.     If  you  look  at  the  top  of  the  packet  on 
the  Chronicle  news  story  from  April,   you'll  that  acid 
rain  in  fact  is  a  real  problem  in  California,  according 
to  the  National  Wildlife  Foundation's  latest  study. 
And  if  you  are  a  trout  fisherman  like  me  who  goes  to 
the  Sierra  Nevada,   you  realize  what   it  means  as  to 
wildlife   in  the  Sierra  Nevada  in  particular.     Fish  will 
be  killed  off  by  acid  rain  in  California  unless  it's 
corrected.  1.6 

San  Francisco's  contribution  is  part  of  what 
affects  the  Central  Sierra.     It  does  need  to  be  noted 
appropriately  in  the  DEIR.     I  am  not  going  to  take  you 
to  court  about  it,   but  it's  a  real  matter.     And  I  know 
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my  friend  Arden  Danekas  who  goes  fishing  with  me  would 


1.6 


second  that. 

The  second  item  is  about  urban  design.  And 
it's  really  focusing  on  the  skyline  impacts  of  the 
Downtown  Plan.     There  are  two  parts  to  it,   and  the 
letter  lays  it  out.     I  will  just  briefly  summarize.  H.4 

One  is,   the  authors  have  chosen  to  show  only 
one  perspective  that  has  a  photomontage  which  depicts 
the  impacts  of  the  new  buildings  expected  upon  a  city 
skyline.     And  that  montage  is  from  a  southerly  point  of 
view,   somewhere  down  by  the  central  freeway.     That  is  a 
good  point  of  view  and  it  does  depict  well  a  lot  of 
potential  development.     But  as  anybody  is  aware,  it's 
not  the  only  view.     There  is  the  view  from  the  east, 
like  Treasure  Island,   and  a  view  from  the  north.  North 
Beach  or  even  across  the  Bay.     In  fact,   the  City's 
image,   its  historic  image,   its  image  on  postcards 
and  I  put  a  Xerox  copy  of   some  of   those  postcards 
attached  to  those  comments.     Its   commercial   image  is 
not  the  southerly  one  chosen,   it's  the  east  view  from 
Treasure  Island.  H.4. 3 

Moreover,  when  you  take  only  one  side  to  look 
at  the  thing  from,   you  obviously  are  going  to  miss  the 
impacts  of  the  buildings  that  are  obscured  from  view 
from  that  direction,   but  would  show  up  if  you  had  a 
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photomontage  from  the  east  or  from  the  north.     And  we 
believe  this   is  essential,   that  that  work  be  done,  in 
order   to  fully  and  honestly  disclose  what  the  heck  it's 
going  to  look  like  after  you  build  all   these  high-rises 
downtown  under   the  Downtown  Plan.  H.4.3 

Now,   on  an  associated  matter,   the  Downtown 
Plan  leaves  out  in  urban  design  analysis  the  impact  of 
the  Rincon  Hill  Plan,   which  is   immediately  adjacent  to 
the  south  by  the  Bay  Bridge.     I  have  to  note,   it  does 
include  Rincon  Hill  when  it  looks  at  housing  impacts  as 
a  housing  resource,   so  it's  not  fair  to  count  it  there 
and  to  leave  it  out  when  it's  talking  about  how  things 
are  going  to  look,  H.4.3 

When  you  put  the  two  together,   and  I  copied  a 
few  pages  from  the  preliminary  draft  of  the  Rincon  Hill 
Plan  which  exists   in  City  Planning  and  has  been 
undergoing  preparation  for  a  year,   which  has  an  EE 
number,   which  in  fact  has  an  administrative  Draft  EIR 
that  was  held  up  from  publication  as  a  DEIR  only 
because  of  the   recent  appeal  court  decision  on  CEQA 
matters  —  all  these  things  mean  that  legally  it 
certainly  is  a  foreseeable  project   in  the  sense  of 
cumulative  impact  analysis.  H.4.3  N.2 

Visually,    it's  very  significant.     Between  the 
Downtown  Plan  and  the  Rincon  Hill,   you  have  a  200-foot 
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height   limit   stretching  all   the  way  along  the  one-half 

block   back  from  the  Embarcadero,   all   the  way  to  Rincon 

Hill,   then,   of  course,   on  top  of  the  hill,   the  Rincon 

Hill  Plan  calls  for  four  35-  to  45-story  high-rise 

condo  towers.     That  is  going  to  dramatically  change  the 

cityscape  as  seen  from  the  bay.     It's  going  to 

essentially,   in  conjunction  with  the  Downtown  Plan's 

development,   double  the  size  of  the  City's  skyline 

along  the  City's  Bay  front.     It  is  going  to  make  a 

dramatic  difference  in  the  image  of  the  City  as  seen 

from  the  Bay  Bridge  or  Treasure  Island.  H.4.3 

The  project  model  obviously  exists.     There  are 

pictures  of   it  in  this  draft  plan.      It  can  easily  be 

worked  into  the  photomontages   that  have  already  been 

done  and  should  be  done  for  the  skyline  impact,   and  you 

simply  have  to  do  it  to  have  a  legally  adequate  DEIR. 

A  lot  of  San  Franciscans  care  very  much  about  how  their 

H.4.3 

city  looks. 

The  main  thing  I   want   to  discuss   is  the 
seismic  safety  section.     You  have  a  very  long  part  of 
the   report  in  front  of  you.      I'd  like  to  ask  you, 
however,   to  turn  to  the  page  as  shown  here.   No.  16, 
because  that  is  where  it  starts  addressing  what  is  left 
out  of  the  Downtown  Plan  DEIR.     I  am  sure  other 
speakers  pointed  out  last  week,   it  doesn't  discuss  fire 
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impacts.     I  don't  think  I  have  to  elaborate  on  that.  A 
lot  of  stuff  is  presented  here  in  writing.  Obviously, 
you  can't  possibly  do  that  and  have  an  adequate  report. 

But  it  also  doesn't  discuss  aftershocks.  k.2 
Aftershocks  are  very  significant  because,   of  course, 
they  come  —  even  though  they  are  not  of  the  same 
intensity  —  in  a  situation  where  you  already  have 
weakened  structures,   weakened  buildings,   people  exposed 
in  very  dangerous  situations.     Aftershocks  in  their  own 
right  have  to  be  looked  at.  ^-"^ 

It  does  not  discuss  flooding.     The  particular 
technical  kind  of  flooding  that  could  occur   in  San 
Francisco  is  called  a  seiche.     It's  waves  on  San 
Francisco  Bay  stirred  up  by  the  earthquake.  k.3 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:      That  was    .    .  . 

MR.  ELBERLING:  Seiche,  s-e-i-c-h-e.  That's  a 
geologic  term  for  wave  action  formed  on  a  body  of  water 
like  a  lake  or  bay  by  an  earthquake.  It  certainly  is  a 
real  possibility.  1^,3 

Moreover,    in  terms  of  flooding,   I  am  going  to 
come  up  under   the  worst  case  analyses  with  questions  of 
the  BART  subway.  K.3 

The  question  of  emergency  services.     I  wanted 
to  enter  into  the  record  specifically  an  article  from 
the  San  Francisco  Examiner  of  April  26,   which  you'll 
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find  as  the  last  page,   which  is  headlined,  "Disaster 
Plan  Faulty,   Latest  Quake  Reveals,"  and  a  quotation 
from  this  that  is  the  best  to  pull  out  is  the  Mayor 
herself  saying,    "Are  we  prepared?"  —  this  is  in 
quotes.      "The  answer  is   'no.'"  K.5 

All  material  in  this  article  and  the  whole 
issue  of  lack  of  preparedness  has  to  be  fully  disclosed 
in  a  DEIR.     It  is  simply  not  honest  to  pretend  that 
somehow  what  we  have  in  theory  is  going  to  work  in 
practice,   when  the  Mayor  herself  admits  that  that  is 
not  the  case.  K.5 

In  terms  of  exterior  materials,   the  DEIR  does 
acknowledge  that  some  things  are  going  to  fall  off  some 
high-rises.     Whether   it's  pieces  of  glass,  which 
happened,   of  course,    in  our   little  minor   earthquake  a 
few  weeks  ago  at  the  Apparel  Mart,   or  whether  it's 
major  exterior  panels  —  nobody  knows  how  many  will 
fall.     There   is  just  no  way  to  predict  at   the  present 
moment.  K.I 

What  the  EIR  does  not  get  into,   but  what  has 
to  be  done,   is  an  analysis  of  which  kinds  of  these 
exterior  materials  are  less  dangerous  than  others  when 
they  fall  off.     That  is  to  say,   when  one  falls  off  and 
hits  the  street,   what  has  the  worse   impact?     There  well 
may  be,   and  I  believe  that  there  is,  mitigation 
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measures  that  by  specifying  what  kind  of  exterior 
materials  would  have  to  be  used  architecturally  in  the 
future,   many  lives  can  be  saved  in  the  event  of  a 
quake.     Basically,   these  are  materials  that  won't 
shatter,   types  of  glass  that  won't  shatter  into  sharp 
shards.     These  are  the  kinds  of  things  that  have  to  be 
evaluated.     And  in  the  mitigation  I  will  say  more  about 
that.  K.6 

The  worst  case  scenarios  are  not  in  the 
Downtown  Plan  DEIR.     The  worst  case  scenarios  are  such 
things  as  a  rush  hour  earthquake,   which  has  one  chance  K.4 
out  of  12  of  being  the  case;   flooding  of   the  Market 
Street  subway,   which  is  a  possibility  given  the  history 
of  ground  failures  along  the  Embarcadero,   and  the 
proximity  of  not  just  the  Embarcadero  Station,   but  the 
planned  Muni  turnaround  and  the  subways  for  the  E  Line 

K.3 

extension . 

Of  course,   there   is  the  question  of  fire  as 
also  a  worst  case  scenario  —  a  conflagration  being  an 
uncontrollable  fire  that  engulfs  entire  blocks  of  San 

K.2 

Franci  SCO . 

The  DEIR  does  not  talk   really  about  how  many 
injuries  there  would  be.     And  in  its  estimates  of 
deaths  and  injuries,    it  chooses  only  one  sample  time,  a 
2:30  p.m.   earthquake,   to  present   its  death  estimates 
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and  its  injury  estimates.     In  fact,    it   should  show  the 
various  possibilities.     The  best  case   is  like  1906  with 
the  predawn  earthquake  when  death  and  injuries  would  be 
minimized.     Worst  case   is  rush  hour.     In  between  might 
be  a  Saturday;   2:30   in  the  afternoon  is  pretty  bad.  K.4 

A  table  should  be  generated  that  lays  out  the 
differences,   depending  on  what  time  of  the  day  and  what 
time  of  the  week  the  earthquake  occurs.     And,  of 
course,   the  point  is,   the  earthquake  will  occur.  There 
is  not  any  question  about  that.     Unless  you  can  stop 

K.4 

the  San  Andreas  Fault. 

In  terms  of   construction-period  dangers  of 
high-rise  buildings  and  major   commercial  structures, 
you  have  to  realize  that  the  building  under 
construction  is  a  very  dangerous  place  in  a  major 
earthquake.     Building  materials  are  not  tied  down 
firmly.     Some  things  may  be  attached  only  temporarily 
to  the  exterior   of   the  building,   and  the  construction 
workers  are  terribly  exposed,   not  just  the  people 
walking  along  the  beam  of   a  high-rise,    like  the 
Examiner  editorial  page  cartoon  showed,    but  anybody 
there  who  could  either  be  hurt  by  materials  moving 
about  as  the  high-rise  sways  back   and  forth,   as   it  will 
during  a  major  quake,   or  who   is  on  the  ground  below  and 
unattached  things  rain  down  behind  construction 
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barricades,    if  not  on  the  sidewalk.  1^  ^ 

Since  you  talk  about  construction  workers  in 
terms  of  beneficial  effects  of  employment,  you  ought  to 
recognize,   then,   that's  a  particularly  threatened  group 
of  people  in  an  earthquake.     The  DEIR  does  not  include 
the  available  historic  data  on  the  ground  failures  in 
the  C-3  District  area.     They  were  expensive  in  the  1906 
Earthquake.     They  clustered  around  Market  Street  by  the 
waterfront,   not  suprisingly,   and  around  Seventh  Street 
and  the  Western  South  of  Market  where  there  is  an 
underground  stream.     This  material  is  available  and 
it's  very  important.  K.I 

If  you  take  a  look  at  Page  22  and  following, 
we  are  proposing  additional  mitigation  measures,  which 
I  briefly  want  to  highlight,   that  need  to  be 
incorporated  within  the  DEIR.     First  of  all,   the  City 
needs  to  contract  for  a  study,   a  professional  study, 
that  is  going  to  test  glass  and  exterior  materials 
under  actual  conditions  to  determine  which  ones  are 
safer,   if  and  when  they  fall  off  a  building,   during  an 
earthquake.     That   is  to  say,   some  entity  like  Ames 
Laboratory  can  construct  a  tower,   take  actual  samples 
of  precast  concrete  panels,   glass,   whatever,   drop  it, 
measure  the  impact  at  ground  level,   measure  the 
velocity  of  the  secondary  particles,   actually  help  you 
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determine  what   the  dangers  will  be.  K.6 

The  City  also  needs  to  consider  --  I   am  going 
to  skip,    if  you  don't  mind,   and  try  to  wrap  up  quickly 
for  you  —  requirements,   the  City  can  adopt 
requirements  that  then  the  safer  materials  would  have 
to  be  applied  to  all  new  construction,    rather   than  the 
dangerous  materials  used.     And  we  believe  at  SFRG  that 
it's   important  that  the  moratorium  on  downtown 
development  be  extended  until  you  have   that  information 
at  hand.     You  should  not  be  approving  any  new 
high-rises  until  you  know  what  the  safest  material  is 
to  use   in  their   architectural  design  on  exterior.  That 
is  crazy. 

There  are  very  significant   sections   in  the  EIR 
at  the  back  of  the  book,   so  to  speak,  significant 
environment  impacts  which  cannot  be  avoided,   et  cetera. 
You  will   see  on  Page  25  that  we  propose  a  major 
rewriting,    revision  of   that  section   insofar   as  it 
regards  earthquakes.     And  the  point  is  to  highlight  the 
dangers,   to  fully  disclose  dangers  of   a  major 
earthquake  in  San  Francisco.     The  same  is   true  of 
Section  8,   the   relationship  between  local  short-term 
uses  of  man's  environment,   et  cetera.     And  the  same 
thing  is  certainly  true  about  significant  irreversible 
environmental  changes.  K.7 
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We  propose,   and  there  is  not  time  to  present 
it  to  you   in  this  testimony,   unfortunately,   that  a  new 
alternative  has  to  be  formulated  in  the  EIR,   which  we 
have  termed  "the  maximum  seismic  safety  alternative." 
The  question  is,   since  downtown  San  Francisco  is 
undoubtedly  one  of  the  most  dangerous  locations  in  the 
world  to  concentrate  a  large  working  population  in 
high-rise  development,   are  there  not  better  locations 
in  the  Bay  Area?  Q-4 

The  comments  in  the  DEIR  try  to  pooh-pooh  that 
alternative  by  saying,  well,   that  would  have  other 
negative  environmental   impacts.     That  is  not 
necessarily  so.     You  can  pursue  regional  planning.  You 
can  obviously  reorganize,   over  the  long  term,  transit 
systems.     You  can  obviously  redirect  growth  if  you 
decide  to  do  it.     It's  a  question  of:     Does  anybody 
really  want  to  try? 

That  is  what  I  want  to  close  with,  because 
these  proceedings  and  all  these  debates  we  have  been 
going  through  for  years  often  seem,    I'm  sure,   to  people 
like  a  big  game  where  the  activists  come  down  to  fight 
City  Hall  and  so  on.     I  don't  want  to  trivialize  the 
issues  that  we  have  been  debating  over  the  years  that 
way.     But  with  earthquakes,   not  talking  about  how 
buildings  are  going  to  look  or  who  is  going  to  win  the 
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argument   this  month  —  we  are  talking  about  how  many 
folks  are  going  to  die  when   it  it  comes  --  how  many 
will  be   injured?     How  many  might  be  blinded,  crippled, 
all  these   terrible  kinds   of   injuries  that  in  fact 
happen  in  major  earthquake.     We  don't  know  if  the 
earthquake   is  going  to  come  at  5:00  o'clock   in  the 
morning  or   that  the  epicenter  will  be   40  miles  away, 
ten  miles  away,   whether   it  will   come  at  4:30   in  the 
afternoon.  K.4 

If  you  approve  the  Downtown  Plan  as   it  is  and 
the  DEIR  as   it  is,   you  are,    in  effect,   playing  a  kind 
of  Russian   roulette,   betting  or   hoping  that   it  doesn't 
come  very  soon,    and  when   it  does  come,    it  doesn't  come 
at  the  wrong  time.     I   don't  think   that   is  a  morally 
acceptable  posture.     At  least  it's  not  for  myself.  I 
don't  think   it's  good  planning.  I^^4 

I   think  also  you  have  to  consider,   now  that 
you've  been  forewarned  by  this  EIR  process,    there  are 
real  questions  of   civil   liability,   both   for   the  City 
and  not  to  mention  possibly  individuals.  K.8 

Talking  to  people  like  this   is  sometimes  like 
trying  to  talk  to  Republicans  about  the  aftermath  of 
atomic  war.     But  if   it  can  bring   it  home  to  you   in  any 
fashion,   the  people  on  the  sidewalk,   downtown,   when  a 
quake  comes  --  and  let's  suppose   it's   the  year  2030. 
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It  may  be,   Mr.   Rosenblatt  and  Mr.   Woods  and  so  on,  it 
may  be  one  of  your   children,    it  may  be  somebody  you 
love.     If  it's  not  you,   it  may  be  several  of  your 
grandchildren.     This  is  not  a  game.     This  is  something 
real.     There  is  going  to  be  real  human  life 
consequences.     And  you  are  going  to  have  to,    in  the 
end,   stop  and  think  about  that  on  its  own  terms.  K.4 
Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     John  Bardis,  please. 

MR.  BARDIS:  President  Rosenblatt  and 
Commissioners,  my  name  is  John  Bardis.  That's 
B-a-r-d-i-s.  Z.I 

First,   there  have  been  people  that  have  raised 
questions  about  the  process.     And  it  is  unfortunate. 
We  have  a  1000-  or  1500-page  document,   and  we  are 
looking  at  a  process  which  everyone  is  lumping 
together.     You  are  hearing  everyone,   all  different 
subjects,   all  at  the  same  time.     Obviously,  we  would 
have  had  a  far  more   rational   review  of   the  document  by 
simply  having  hearings  that  dealt  with  certain  subject 
areas  --  housing,   transit,   dealing  with  the 
alternatives  —  than  proceeding  on  with  maybe  a 
catch-all  hearing  at  the  end.     That  didn't  happen.  It 
has  been  mentioned  by  other  people,   but  I   think  it 

S.I  .< 

cannot  be  over stressed . 
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Now,    to  the  body   I'd  like  to  address  here 
regarding  the   subject  of  this  hearing.     You   really  have 
an  extraordinary  opportunity  before  you.     There   is  no 
other  Commission  in  two  decades  that  has  been  really 
charged  with  the  responsibility  and  assumed  the 
responsibility  of   really  looking  over  where  we  have 
come  over  two  decades  or   three  decades  and  then,  after 
taking  a  good  look,   deciding  how  we  should  proceed.  Q.4  Z.I 

This  is  a  tremendous  opportunity  for  really 
being  able  to  see  whether  we  have  been  proceeding  in 
good  fashion,  whether  we  have  been  following  the  proper 
policies  to  produce  jobs   in  our  City,   to  provide 
employment  for   the  unemployed  of  our  people,   to  provide 
for  transit  needs,   for  housing,   the  other  concerns  that 
are  raised.     But  we  haven't.     And  I  really  feel  somehow 
in  a  way  that  we're   in  a  tragedy  of   some  kind  because 
this  opportunity  has  not   really  been  fulfilled.         q.4  z.1 

This  process  that  we're   into  right  now   is  the 
last  stage  of  a  very  long  process.      It's  been  going  on 
for   five  years.     And   it's  probably  our   last  chance  -- 
not  only  yours  as  a  Commission,   but  also  we  as 
citizens,    for   really  getting  a  good  handle  on  what's 
been  happening  to  our  City  and  giving  it  a  clear       Q.4  Z.I 
direction . 

We  have  now  before  us  a  proposal   for  zoning 
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the  downtown,   and  we  have  four  other  alternatives  to 
that  proposal   that  are  being  considered  in  the  EIR. 
Really,   all  those  alternatives  are  variations  of  what's 
happened  in  the  past,   and  they're  variations  of  one 
another.     They  haven't  really  addressed:     What  are  we 
doing  and  what  can  we  do  in  the  future  to  really 
achieve  more  rapid  growth,   possibly  —  a  better 
balanced  kind  of  growth;   a  growth  that  probably  has 
less   impact  on  the  lives  of  our  people  and  makes  them 
really  tortured  each  day  by  the  way  we  go  about 
developing  our  City;   a  growth  that  provides  less 
impacts  on  the  environment.     We   just   simply  have  said 
and  recast  what  has  been  the  scenario  of  the  past  two 
decades.  Q,4  z.1 

Unfortunately,   the  consultant's  study  that  we 
have  looked  at  about  a  year  ago,   six  or  eight  months 
ago,   sort  of  brushed  over  the  history  of   the  past  and 
actually  ignored  it  completely  and  uses  the  baseline 
1981  and  1984,  as   if  we  didn't  have  any  past.     That  is 
a  horrible  omission,   not  only  to  that  consultant's 
report,   but  also  to  this  Draft  EIR  insofar   as  it 
incorporates  it  by  reference.  R 

But  the  most  serious  deficiency  of   the  EIR  is 
not  the  minutia  about  all  the  different  criteria  that 
we're  looking  at  in  terms  of  CEQA  —  those  will  be 
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addressed  and  they  will  be  addressed  in  a  written  form 
where  we  can  deal  with  page  numbers  and  deal  with  the 
specifics         but,   to  sort  of  keep  our  perspective  here, 
the  real  deficiency  of   the  EIR  is   its  failure  to  really 
consider   alternatives  for  developing  our  City  and  our 
City's  economy,   especially  in  view  of  what  we  already 
know,   of  what  we  have  gone  through,   not  only  in  the 
last  two,   three  decades,   but  prior   to  that.     There   is  a 
whole  treasure  house  of  experience  that  we  have  had 
over  the  last  half  century  that  can  really  give  us 
clues  as  to  how  we  should  be  proceeding  in  these  next 
two  decades.  q  q.4 

And  insofar  as  we  have  failed  to  do  that,  we 
have  failed  to  probably  reach  that  alternative  that 
will  give  us  that  balance.     As  a  result,   we're  looking 
at  alternatives  now  which,    in  my  estimate  anyway,  are 
restrictive  to  the  City's  growth,   if  you  believe  it. 
If  one  were  to  say  that  we  have  a  proposal   for  zoning 
downtown  as  something  that  is  good  for   the  City's 
economy,   for  jobs  in  San  Francisco,   for  what  we  may 
want  to  have  as  a  base  for   laying  out  the  foundation 
for  the  next  century,   we  really  have  missed  the  boat. 
Because  we  have  not  really  looked  at  the  alternatives 
that  could  produce  a  far  better   result  --  better  in 
terms  of  actual  growth,   of  jobs;   better   in  terms  of 
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what  we  have  for  housing  for   the  people  in  San 
Francisco;   better   in  terms  of   transit,  Q  Q.4 

It's  unfortunate  that  we  have  five 
alternatives  in  this  EIR  and  we  don't  have  that 
identified.     It's  especially  unfortunate,   because  I 
alluded  to  that  alternative  in  the  hearings  before  you 
in  reference  to  the  consultant's  study.     If  you  look  in 
that  transcript,   you'd  find  it.     It  might  take  a  little 
picking  out  to  find.     And  I  would  discuss  it  right  now 
but  I  don't  think  it  can  be  discussed  intelligently  in 
the  time  allowed.     If  we  are  dealing  with  something 
that   is  going  to  deal  with   the  next  two  decades  and 
discuss  an  alternative  that  is  not  even  described,  we 
have  a  real  problem   in  getting  it  out   in  15  minutes. 
So  I  will  try  to  do  that  in  writing  as  well.  Q  Q,4 

So  the   real  question  we  come  to  then  is:  How 
did  we  really  reach  this  sorry  state  of  affairs  where 
we  might  have  some   real   solution  to  our  City's  problems 
but  we  have  been  maybe  denied  our  actual   seizing  of 
those  opportunities.     We  only  have  to  look  at  how  many 
times  we  have  had  those  opportunities  which  we  have 
cast  away  in  the  last  five  years.     We  did  it  in  the 
very  beginning,   when,   by  some  kind  of  really  outright 
fraud  —  and  that's  the  only  way  you  can  describe  it 
we  were  told  that  the  City  was  bankrupt  and  could  not 
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afford  to  actually  pay  for   the  compilation  of  the  data 
that's  necessary  to  come  about  with  what  we  have  as  a 
decision  here  and  what  we  may  have  as  a  proposal   to  be 
brought  before  you.     So  that  data  was  handed  over   to  a 
consultant  hired  by  the  Chamber   of  Commerce,   which  was 
because   they  came  up  with   the  money.     As  a  Commission, 
then,   you  abdicated  providing  the  data  base  by  which 
your  decision  might  be  reached  today  and  an  alternative 
could  be  before  you  today  that  would  be  halfway  decent 
and  responsive  to  the  City.  S.1.1 

Then  we  went  beyond  this  process  to  an  obscene 
kind  of  length  where  there  wasn't  any  real  involvement 
or  input  of  the  public.     And  we  did  something  worse. 
We  even  heard  Mr.   Bash  mention  a  earlier  a  reference  to 
the  San  Francisco  Foundation's  efforts  to  convene 
something  of  a  group  of  people.     No  public  meetings,  no 
public  notices.     And  by  that  process,  we  were  losing 
the  opportunity  to  get  true  public  participation,  true 
public  discussion,   as  they  did  perhaps  in  Philadelphia, 
in  Pittsburgh,    in  Dallas,   when  people  tried  do 
something  about  how  they're  going   to  develop  their  city 
and  how  it  should  proceed  to  be  developed.     That  was 
lost  as  an  opportunity.     We  had  an  opportunity  to 
really  lay  our   strategy  for   San   Francisco,    that  would 
really  not  only  provide  a  strategy  for   the  development 
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of  our  City,   but,   because  of  its  overwhelming  impact  on 
the  region,   we  could  give  leadership  to  the  region.  We 
even  have  the  opportunity  on  that  basis  perhaps  to  even 
give  leadership  to  other  urban  centers  in  this  country 
who  have  been  trying  to  wrestle  with  this  problem, 
including  New  York,   which  we've  been  prone  to  imitate 
as  opposed  to  try  and  lead  them  out  of  their  morass.  S.1.1 

So  now  we  have  a  process  where  you  might  have 
had  a  much  wider  participation,  which  was  a  pseudo 
process,  provided  by  the  San  Francisco  Foundation. 
Then  we  had  the  Chamber  coming  out  with  a  strategic 
plan,   which  then  is  paraded  around  the  country,  that 
San  Francisco  has  really  looked  at  a  strategy,  that 
it's  really  looked  beyond  what  has  affected  probably 
one-tenth  of  the  land  area  of  the  City  in  terms  of  what 
we  have  for  an  urban  development   strategy.     That  is 
really  a  pseudo  strategy,   and  it's  not  even  worth  the 
term.     It's  a  developer's  dream  for  downtown.  S.1.1 

We  also  proceeded  with  a  process  then  of 
having  the  consultant's  report  and  then  using  that  for 
the  basis  of  the  Draft  EIR.     We  defined  a  very  narrowly 
defined  area.     We  also  eliminated  impacts  from  the 
regions  and  the  regional  tie-in  to  what  we  have  as 
proposed  development  for  our  City's  economy.     What  a 
horrible  series  of  lost  opportunities  that  you  have 
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had.  S.1.1 

And   right  now  you  probably  are  at  the  last 
chapter  of  that  horrible  scenario,   and  you  have  this 
last  opportunity  now  to  turn  it  around.     And  you  have 
this  opportunity  to  look  at  what  might  be  alternatives 
that  are  not  disclosed  in  this  Draft  EIR.     I  strongly 
urge  you  to  do  that,   because  you  have  a  lot  more  than 
just  San  Francisco  at  stake;  you  have  the   region  at 
stake.     And  also  you  have,   I   really  feel,  an 
opportunity  here  to  really  show  a  new  course  and  new 
direction  as  how  urban  development  can  occur  at  a 
proper   rate  of  growth,   at  a  balanced  rate  of  growth, 
with  a  minimal  impact  on  the  people  of  that  urban  area 
as  opposed  to  what  we  have  had  happen   in  our  urban 
centers  throughout  this  country  for  the  last  century. Q  Q.4 

So  at  this  point  I'd  like   to  just  close  by 
asking  you:     If  you  do  have  in  mind  to  do  something 
about  the  hearings  on  this  proposed  zoning,   I  would 
strongly  urge  you  to  do  it  after  you  have  had  the  final 
EIR  in  front  of  you,   because  you  will  not  have  the 
information  in  front  of  you,    then,   before  you  have  that 
document  to  really  proceed  on  any  hearings  on  this 
alternative  that  is  before  you  or  the  five 
alternatives.     And  I   strongly  urge  you  to  think  twice, 
because  if  you  do  proceed  on  that  kind  of   tack,   one  can 
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really  then  have  cause  to  sa^^   that  you  are  not  only 
being  irresponsible,   you  may  even  be  almost  criminally 
negligent  to  the  best  interests  of  the  people  of  San 
Francisco  and  to  your  duties  to  the  people  of  San 
Francisco.  S.1.1  S.1.4 

I  strongly  urge  you  to  reexamine  the 
alternatives,   to  look  at  alteratives  that  can  better 
growth,   and  to  really  come  back  to  the  people  with  that 
kind  of  alternative  for  the  future.  Q 

Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:      Isabel  Ugat. 

MS.   UGAT:     My  name   is  Isabel  Ugat,  I-a-a-b-e-1 
U-g-a-t.     I  am  a  resident  of  western  South  of  Market. 
I  have  lived  there  for  30  years.  2,1 

I  can  see  that  the  EIR  is  not  really 
protective  of  my  neighborhood,   and  I  would  say  that 
there  are  4,000  Filipino  families  living  there.  That 
is  the  area  from  Sixth   to  Ninth   and  from  Minna  to 
Folsom.  A.4  Z.I 

I  would  urge  the  EIR  to  read   "a  residential," 
for  this  reason:     Now  that  it  is  mixed  industrial,  we 
have  had  many  changes   in  ownership  there,   and  they  have 
overpaid  for   the  property.     So,   whereas  you  had  people 
paying  like   $300  a  month   for  an  apartment,   now  they  are 
paying,   asked  to  pay  a  thousand.     So  the  speculators 
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are  there  already.     So,   therefore,    if   it's  rezoned 
residential,   that  is  a  protection  for   the  residents 
there,   that  live  there.     We  don't  own  our  homes.  We 
are  renters.     There's  mostly  absentee   landlords.     And  I 
never  did  ever   see  too  many  signs  out   "for   rent,"  but 
evidently  they've  just  been  sold  quietly.        a. 4    N.2  Y.I  Z.I 

And  we  have  had,    the  Filipino  people  have  had 
a  rash  of   evictions.     And  the  only  thing  that  we  are 
happy  about  is  that  the  South  of  Market  Alliance  was 
able  to  talk  to  the  planners  and  say  that  we  should 
work  this  out  together.     And  so  we  will  begin  our 
planning,    I   believe,   at  the  latter  part   of   this  month. 
But  you  can  really  see  the  neighborhood  and  the  impacts 
and  what  has  happened.  A.4     B.2.3  N.2 

I  also  would  like  to  say  something  about  the 
Friends  of  Services  for   the  Arts.     I  am  a  member   of  the 
Friends  of  Services  for   the  Arts.     Now,    the  artists 
have  made  South  of  Market  a  kind  of  jazzy  neighborhood 
for  developers  nationwide.     But  these  artists   that  live 
in  the  lofts  here  are  poor  artists.     Some  of   them  have 
developed  the  arts,   some  of   them  have  been  artists 
there  for  20  years.     So  you  are  going  to  have  a  change 
of  the  artists.     The  artists  that  are  there  now  cannot 
afford  to  be  there.     And  so  I  hope  that  we  can  bring  to 
you  a  kind  of  compromise  in  some  ways  of  how  you  have 
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looked  at  it.     And  now  that  we  have  Susanna  Montana  and 
different  people  working  down  in  the  neighborhood,  that 
we  can  have  a  reevaluation  of  what  really  is  good  for 
the  neighborhood  and  good  for  the  people  there. 
Because  I  am  sure  that  artists  want  to  keep  staying 
there.     They  have  developed  the  lofts.     They  have  hung 
on  a  long  time.     Many  of   them  belong  to  the  Support 
Services  for  the  Arts  on  Ninth  and  Brannon  and  the 
Cultural  Center.  A.4  B.4 

Thank  you  very  much. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Jim  Firth. 

MR.   FIRTH:     My  name   is  Jim  Firth,  F-i-r-t-h. 
My  comments  will  be  very  brief.      I  would  first  like  to 
thank   the  Planning  Commission   for  holding  an  additional 
hearing.     I  know  there  had  been  some  discussion  as  to 
whether   there  would  be  one  public  hearing  or  not,  and 
also  thank  them  for  extending  the  time  period  in  which 
written  comments  can  be  contributed  to  the  testimony  on 
this  Draft  EIR.  S.I. 2  S.1.3 

I  am  active  in  the  Coalition  of  San  Francisco 
Neighborhoods,   and  I  will  be  working  with  that 
organization  in  developing  the   responses  to  the  Housing 
Element  of   the  Draft  EIR.     I  can  say  at  this  point  that 
we  have  not  completed  that  work,   but  that  it  will  be  in 
before  June  the  4th,   and  that  it  is  necessary  for  us  to 
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do  that  because  we  have  found  that   that  component  has 
not  been  adequate  in  meeting  the  needs   that  we  see  for 
housing  development  in  San  Francisco,   whether   or  not 
downtown  continues  to  grow  at  the  rate  that  it's 
growing,  A. 2  D.3.1 

It's  with  that  brief   comment  that  I  want  you 
to  understand  we  will  be  submitting  additional 
testimony  and  ask  your  time  and  your  patience  in 
reading  through  that,   because  I  think  that  it  will  be 
helpful  for  you  in  making  a  decision  that  is  going  to 
be  beneficial  for   the  City  of  San  Francisco.  S  1  2 

Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Howard  Strassner. 

MR.   STRASSNER:     My  name  is  Howard  Strassner, 
S-t-r-a-s-s-n-e-r .     I  have  been  requested  by  the 
members  of  the  Coalition  of  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods 
to  present  their  position  concerning  transportation 
components  of   the  Downtown  Plan  EIR.  2.1 

We  don't  like  breaking  our   analysis  up  in 
parts,   but  we  are  forced  to  by  time.     And  we  actually 
deplore  a  separate  analysis  of   time  there,    in  time, 
space  or  component.     It  should  be  presented  in  an 
integrated  fashion.     That  is  what  you  should  have  done, 
and  you  didn't.  S.1.1     S.I. 3 

So  we  go  on,   talking  about  transportation.  In 
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recent  years,   downtown  development  has  proceeded  at  a 

rate  which  has  caused  unacceptable  impacts  for  the 

people  of  San  Francisco.     San  Francisco  residents  too 

often  suffer  from  crush  loading  on  Metro  or  buses. 

Many  have  to  wait  for  extended  periods  to  even  have 

some  transit  they  can  squeeze  into.  E.2.1   E.2.2   E.3.2  E.6 

We  typically  curse  the  Muni,   but  these 

problems  are  not  entirely  Muni's  fault.     The  problems 

are  caused  by  the  rate  of  downtown  development  which 

doesn't  provide  sufficient  time  or  funds,   have  the 

proper  mitigations  in  place  before  the  impacts  were 

imposed.     Over  our  experience,   downtown  keeps  growing 

E.2.1  E.2.2 

and  the  Muni   drags  five,   ten,    fifteen  years  later. g. 3, 2  E.6 

We  find  that  the  subject  EIR  offers  us  some 
hope  of  mitigation  by  partially  funded  five-year  plans, 
but  only  prayers  to  mitigate  against  future  impacts, 
impacts  to  be  imposed  on  top  of  an  already  crush 
loaded  transit  situation.     This  is  unacceptable. 
Neighborhood  residents  who  derive  no  benefits  from  the 
downtown  have  been  impacted  and  will  be  further 
impacted  by  downtown  development   if  proper  mitigations 
are  not  implemented  in  a  timely  manner.     "Timely"  is 
the  most   important  part.  E.2.1  E.2.2    E.3.2  E.6 

The  Supervisors'   Transportation  Subcommittee 
has  heard  testimony  on  the  difficulties  of  senior 
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citizens  attempting  to  cross  Van  Ness  at  Broadway  and 
even  the  difficulties  younger  people  have  trying  to 
cross  19th  Avenue  at  Holloway. 

NoWf   a  number  of  years  ago  we  stopped  the 
freeways.     We  continue  the  development  of   those  things 
that  people  are  used  to  taking  freeways  to  get  to.  So 
now  our  main  streets  are  used  as  freeways,   and  people 
can't  cross  them.     These  kinds  of  problems  are  recent 
developments.     They  are  undoubtedly  caused  by  drivers 
drawn  by  the  increase  in  downtown  office  space.  This 
conclusion  is  made  more  poignant  when  one  considers 
that  the  population  of   the  City  has  been  declining  and 
the  per  capita  use  of  automobiles  has  probably 
generally  been  declining  as  evidenced  by  the  reduction 
in  gasoline  sales.  E.I. 2  E.3.2 

Local  drivers   in   residential  neighborhoods  are 
impacted  by  what  you  do  downtown.     They're  facing 
congestion,   and  many  of   them  have   their  driving 
patterns  changed  to  accommodate  thr ough- t raf f ic  to  the 
downtown.     Many  neighborhoods  have   recently  imposed 
their  own  mitigations  to  limit  parking  impacts.  But 
even  preferential  parking  has   some  negative  impacts. 
These  impacts  constitute  a  reduction  in  the  quality  of 
life  in  our  City.     We  consider   these   impacts   unfair  and 
unnecessary.     Most  of  the  impacts  could  have  been 
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easily  avoided  if  adequate  mitigations  were  implemented 
in  a  timely  manner.  E.3.2    E.4  E.6.4 

Unfortunately,   the  EIR  does  not  even  consider 
the  effect  increased  congestion  has  on  streets  outside 
of  the  downtown  as  an  impact.     They  list  a  handful  of 
intersections  downtown,   and  they  say  the  impact,  the 
congestion  is  going  to  get  worse.     They  don't  discuss 
any  of  the  intersections  out  where  people  live.  And 
these  will  also  be  impaired.  E.3.2 

This  is  a  major   fault  of  the  EIR.  The 
increasing  congestion  on  City  streets  will  cause 
further  delays  and  crush  loading  on  Muni  service  worse 
than  predicted  in  the  EIR.     They  know  they're  getting 
more  cars  in  the  Muni  and  they  say  that  some  Muni  runs 
will  be  more  crowded.     But  they  really  don't  —  if  they 
get  more   traffic  on  the  streets,   even  if  there  are  more 
cars,   the  situation  will  be  still  worse.     And  that,  we 
have  to  do  something  about.     Okay?  E.2.2.3  E.3.2 

If  we  consider   and  modify   impacts  to  consider 
all  things,  we  can  go  on  and  talk  about  mitigations. 
The  EIR  lists  52  transportation  mitigations.  These 
mitigations,    if  properly  imlemented,  would  tend  to 
alleviate  the   impacts.     However,   the  EIR  presents  no 
certainty  that  mitigations  will  be  implemented. 
History  indicates  that  transportation  improvements  lag 
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the  need  until  we  learn  to  accept  the  lower  quality  of 
transit.     And  improvements  never  quite   return  us  to  our 
previous  standards.  E*® 

My  own  example,     I   am  blessed  by  having  the 
availability  of  Muni  Metro  transit,   which  may  be 
considered  one  of  best  transit  systems  in  the  country. 
However,   one  has  to  think  —  is  the  commute  from  my 
neighborhood  better  or  worse  than  it  was  when  the  old 
PCC  started  operating?     Now,   time-wise,   there  used  to 
be  an  advertisement  on  the  West  Portal  that  showed  that 
you  could  get  down  to  Kearny  Street  in  17  minutes. 
Maybe  that  was  slightly  exaggerated.     But  time-wise 
from  West  Portal,   you  don't  get  downtown  any  faster. 
You  are  obviously  much  more  crowded.     We  have  crush 
loading.     And  I  have  to  put  up  with  a   ride  underground, 
with   its  lack  of  safety  and  lack  of  visual   delights  of 
Market  Street  and  all  that  kind  of   stuff.     And  even 
when   I  get  downtown,    I  have   to  wander   through  a  crowded 
station  to  get  to  where  I'm  going.     And  the   service  is 
not  as  good  because  you  don't  have  as  many  stops.  E.2.2 

Even  in  the  example,   with  the  best 
transportation  that  money  can  provide,   was  attempted  to 
be  provided,   it's  not  as  good  as  it  was.     And  all 
because  we  are  trying  to  accommodate  downtown  growth. 
That  is  not  reasonable.  E.I. 7  E.6 
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There  are  three  major   requirements  which  must 
be  in  place  before  mitigation  can  be  implemented.  The 
EIR  is  only  a  wish  list  of  mitigations  and  cannot 
assure  that  they  will  be  implemented.     The  first 
requirement  is  money.     Only  partial   funding  is 
available  for   initial   required  increases   in  transit 
capacity.     Necessary  future  improvements  are 
identified,   but  there  are  no  firm  funding  commitments. 
Time  is  always  a  major  requirement  for  transportation 
facility  additions.     Lead  time  for   equipment,  design, 
public  review  and  financing  requirements  all  take  time. 
And  so  this  is  the  kind  of   reason  that  we  have, 
lowering  standards  of  transit  before  we  get  our 
transit.  E.2.1.2  E.2.7  E.6 

Probably  the  greatest  problem  of  all  is 
political.     The  people  and  their  government  must 
change.     And  in  this,   the  people  share  most  of  the 
problem.     We  must  reduce  our  desire  to  drive  our 
private  automobiles  into  downtown.     We  must  increase 
our  willingness  to  accept  the  tunnels  of  construction 
adjacent  to  our  businesses  and  homes.     We  have  to  stop 
saying,    "No,   you  can't  do  that,"  when  it  comes  to 
construction.     Will  we?     Who  knows.  E.3  Z.I 

We  must  be  willing  to  pay  for  increases  in 
transit  capacity.     And  it's  going  to  cost  us  a  lot.  We 
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must   implement  a   transit-first  policy.     This  is 
something  we  have  talked  about  but   really  haven't  done 
it.     But  when  you  continue  building  in  downtown,  it 
becomes  more  and  more  essential.     And  the  EIR  says 

that.  E.6    E.6.2.4  E.6.3 

Z.I 

Only  if  we  change  in  these  ways  can  we 
maintain  reasonable  transit  standards  while  downtown 
grows.     What  most  of  us  want  is  perceived  advantages  of 
downtown  growth  without  paying  the  price  of  the  changes 
required.     The  EIR  is  completely  correct  when  it  points 
out  that  these  changes  must  take  place.     The  problem  is 
that  everyone  hopes  that  someone  else  will  accept  the 
changes   so  he  won't  have  to.     And  that  is  going  to  have 
to  change.  2.1 

Because  of  all  the  difficulties  involved  in 
implementing  the  mitigation,  we  cannot  be  sure  they 
will  be  implemented.     The  EIR  agrees  that  many 
mitigations  are  essential.     The  EIR  on  Page  V.E.I 
states  that,    "If  a  plan  or  proposal  similar   in  nature 
or  intent  are  not  followed,   then  the  growth   rate  may 
need  to  be  slowed  as  a  matter   of  deliberate  public 
policy."     That  is  what  I  want  to  talk  about.  E.6.1  P.I 

We  must  insist  that  the  necessary  mitigations 
be  scheduled  item  by  item  in  the  EIR  along  with  the 
maximum  permitted  annual  development.     Now,   when  I 
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think  about   this,    this  is  not   such  a  big  deal.      In  many 
of  your  projects,   you   require  the  developer  to 
construct  mitigations.     Here,   the  developer  cannot 
construct  the  mitigations,   so  you  just  say  to  him,  "You 
can't  do  your  project  until  we  get  these  mitigations  in 
place,"  and  all  the  agencies  and  all  the  people  have  to 
commit  themselves  to  getting  them  done.     It's  not  a  big 
step.     It's  a  pretty  small   step.     But   it's  essential. 
Otherwise,  we  continue  in  a  mess.  E.6  P.2 

In  fact,   since  previous  impacts  have  already 
reduced  the  quality  of  transit  service,  some 
mitigations  are  necessary  before  any  additional 
development  should  be  allowed.     Therefore,  the 
ordinance  which  creates  the  Downtown  Plan  should 
include,   as  a  first  stage,   a  low-end  rate  of 
development  until   some  of   the  HOV  and  contra-flow 
transit  lanes  discussed  in  mitigation  Item  15  and  19 
are  implemented.     This  will   indicate   that  we  are 
serious  about  solutions  to  the  transportation  problems 
and  encourage  people  to  comply  with   the  content  of  the 
Plan,  while  improving  service  for   some  transit  users, 
all  at  very  little  expense.  E,6  P.2.1 

The  first  stage  should  also  include  completion 
of  funding  and  completion  of   a  significant  portion  of 
the  Muni  and  BART  five-year  plans.     So,  we  are  behind 
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so  many  years,   and  we  should  do  some  transit  building 
before  we  continue  just  downtown  buildings,  E.6    P. 2.1 

The  second  stage  should  include  a  finite 
amount  of  development  in  parallel  with  the  completion 
of  the  five-year  plans,   and  additional   finite  amounts 
of  development  should  be  only  considered  after  each 
step  of  necessary  transit  projects  and  systems  change 
is  undertaken. 

We  feel  if  the  ordinance  includes  a 


E.6  P.2.1 


requirement  for  completion  of  mitigation,  the  developer 
will  provide  necessary  pressure  to  implement  the 


mitigation . 


E.6  P.2 


E.2 


And  based  on  last  week's  testimony,  care 
should  be  taken  to  ensure  that  none  of  the  steps  that 
are  also  being  counted  are  required  for   service  in 
other  counties  are  required  of  a  multi-county  system.  E.3.1 

Since  we  believe  that  the  motivation  of  the 
public  to  deal  with  the  transportation  systems 
necessary  to  ensure  the  success  of  your  Downtown  Plan, 
while  preserving  liveability  of  our  City,   is  our 
biggest  problem  --  we  have   seen  the  enemy,    and  it's 
us  —  we  are  the  problem.     People  have  to  do  changes.  2.1 

We  are  compelled  to  offer  you   the  53rd 
mitigation.     We  suggest  that  the  EIR  include  a 
suggestion  that  the  parking  tax  be  increased.      In  my 
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own  experience,   as  each  increase  of  the  parking   tax  was 
implemented  years  ago,   there  was  subsequently,    for  a 
month  or  two,  a  reduction  in  parking  downtown.  Of 
course,   it  caught  up.     The  tax  should  be  on  each 
parking  place  and  should  be  increased  annually  until 
tax  revenues  reach  a  maximum.     That  is,   the  percentage 
decrease  in  the  number  of  parking  places  is  greater 
than  the  percentage  increase  in  the  tax.     This  would  be 
a  slow  tax.     Each  year  you  let  people  down  in  San  Mateo 
know,   they  can  look  forward  to  the  tax  that's  going  to 
increase  every  year,   and  they  better  get  started 
thinking  about  their  problems.  E.6.4 

The  annual  increase  could  be  $100  to  $200  per 
parking  place  per  year,   only  50  cents  or  a  dollar  per 
working  day.     Ultimately,   the  City  would  be  collecting 
additional  revenues  from  50,000  parking  places  times 
$2500  per  place  per  year,   or   $125  million  per  year. 
That  should  get  someone's  attention.     But  the  most 
important  thing  is  that  it  gets  people  thinking  about 
transit  costs.  E.6.4 

This  could  be  used  to  fund  most  of  the  City's 
transit  improvements.     More  importantly,   it  would  tend 
to  induce  more  people  to  carpool  or  ride  public  transit 
and  help  them  to  convince  their  county  governments  to 
meet  their  transit  obligations.  E.6.4 
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Your  Downtown  Plan   requires  a   revolution  in 
people's  commuting  habits  for   fulfillment.     The  53rd 
mitigation  provides  the  incentive  to  start  the 
revolution.     Just  a  couple  more  minutes.  E.6.4 

If  you  see  that  there's  some  probability  that 
all  this  won't  happen,   then  your  EIR  should  have 
included  another  alternative.     Development  could  be 
severely  restricted  in  San  Francico  and  encouraged  in 
East  Bay  communities.     Modern  electronics  and  the  BART 
would  make  communication  between  separate  downtowns 
quite  efficient.  E.6.1    D.3.2.4   Q.I  Q.2 

Transportation  times  for  new  downtown  workers 
who  will  want  to  live  in  the  East  Bay  will  be 
10  to  15  minutes   shorter.       San  Francisco  would  have 
time  to  correct  the  present  shortages  of   transit  and 
housing,   and  the  aesthetic  and  cultural  objectives  of 
your  plan  will  be  met  without  the  pressure  of  excessive 
growth.  D.3.2.4    Q.I  Q.2 

Conventional  wisdom  holds   that  new  development 
provides  jobs  for   unemployed  San  Franciscans.     This  is 
not  so.     Unemployment   in  San  Francisco   is  less   than  the 
rest  of  the  state  and  the  nation.     Our   unemployed  are 
not  prepared  to  perform  the  office  jobs  that  will  be 
offered.     The  only  current  San  Francisco  residents  who 
will  get  jobs  in  the  new  developments  are  construction 
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workers.     These  jobs  will   only  be  temporary.     And  if  we 
keep  doing  this  kind  of   thing,   we  will   have  to  keep 
doing  it.     And  we're  on  an  island  and  have  reached  a 
limit.     The  work  will  be  done  by  new  people  to  the  area 
who  will  try  to  squeeze  into  San  Francisco  housing  and 
transit,   but  choose  to  live  in  surrounding  counties 
with  similar  problems.     We  must  be  very  careful  not  to 
destroy  the  quality  of  life  in  San  Francisco  to  benefit 
people  who  haven't  moved  here  yet.  B.5   B.5.1   B.5.3  Z.I 

My  normal  tendency  would  not  be  to  help  make  a 
success  of  the  Downtown  Plan,   but  I've  learned  over  the 
years  that  development  will  proceed,   so  let's  do  it 
right.  A.I 

Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Thank  you.     That  is  the 
last  speaker's  card  we  have.     Can  we  have  comments  now 
from  the  Commission? 

MS.   HESTOR:     May  I  have  30  seconds?  Sue 
Hestor,   H-e-s-t-o-r.     One  little  traffic  count.  5:20 
from  Powell  and  Market  to  —  on  the  21  —  to  Larkin.  I 
counted  the  number  of   standees.     Now,    this  is  not  the 
peak  of  the  peak;   it's  after  20  after  5:00.  Twelve 
standees  from  Powell,   increasing  up  to  19  at  Polk,  with 
people  getting  off  at  the  stop.     So  it  was  not  just  a 
reflection  of  people  being  added.     There  was  that  much 
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transition  going  on  on  that  one  bus.     That  is  further 
evidence  that  your   traffic  counts  are  not  particularly 
great  on  the  Muni.  E.2.2 

Secondly,   when  I  was  listening  to  Scoop  Nisker 
on  KFOG  this  morning,   I   realized  that  there  is  an 
amazing  amount  of  data,   really  very  accessible,   on  Bay 
Bridge  and  traffic  problems  in  the  a.m.   rush  and  the 
p.m.   rush,  namely,   all  those  Triple  "A"  counts  that  the 
radios  use  that  provide   traffic  counts.     And  KFOG, 
which  is  not  exactly  the  main  driving  station,  which  is 
what  KCBS  does,   has  those.     I  would  suggest  that  for  a 
one-month  period,   the  Planning  Department  get  those 
same  traffic  counts,  which  start  probably  at  6:00  a.m. 
They  tell  you  how  long  on,   you  know,   every  15-minute  or 
every  half-hour  basis,   the  wait  is  on  the  Bay  Bridge 
approach.     This  morning  there  was  apparently  a 
ten-minute  delay  at  the  Caldecott  Tunnel.     And  they 
tell  you  what  the  factors  are   that  are  affecting  it, 
like  a  truck  overturned  or  a  spill  or  an  accident  or 
just  normal  commute  problems.     Since  you  don't  have 
very  much  traffic  count  data,   especially  in  the  a.m., 
and  that  is  easily  available,   I  would  suggest  that  you 
do  a  one-month  survey  of  all  of  the  times  for  which 
Triple   "A"  and/or  KCBS  or   other  independent  survices 
have  that  information  and  put  it   in  an  appendix.  Let 
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us  see  how  much  the  traffic  is  backed  up  on  the  Bay 
Bridge  every  day,  E.1.3 

And  my  final  comment  is:     I  think  maybe  people 
should  get  the  text  of  those  songs  that  people  are 
singing  in  this  competition  down  in  the  rotunda  and  see 
if  any  of  the  songs  that  people  are  really  fighting 
about  talk  about  their  love  for  San  Francisco  because 
of  the  concentration  of  financial  institutions  and  the 
rim  of  the  Pacific  and  office  buildings  —  2.1 

[Laughter] 

MS.   HESTOR:     —  or  what  it  is  people  have  as 
their  image  of  the  City.     I  mean,  maybe  you  can  find 
those  somewhere,   buried  in  one  of  those  verses.  The 
words  that  I  hear  coming  through  the  transom  and 
leaking  under  the  door  don't  talk  about  that  kind  of 
San  Francisco,  Z.I 

COMMISSIONER  BIERMAN :      I'll   try  to  do  mine 
very  quickly.     Page  l.B,2  has  a  table,   and  one  of  the 
figures  is  that  industrial  warehouse  and  automotive 
uses,   the  gross  square  footage  will  be  off  20  percent 
by  1990  and  42  percent  by  the  year  2000  .  B.4.1 

On  Page  1.C.2,    the  employment  in  those  uses 

will  be  off  13  percent  by  the  year  1990  and  32  percent 

by  the  year  2000.     In  connection  with  that,   I'd  like  to 

point  out,   on  Page  IV.C,35,   we  seem  to  be  writing  off 

B.2    B.4.1  B.5.1 
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manufacturing  and  industrial  and  distribution  uses. 
Seems  to  be  a  foregone  conclusion  that  we're  letting  it 
all  go,   planning  for  its  being  forced  out.     I'd  like 
the  EIR  to  talk  about  what  planning  could  be  done  that 
might  save  some  of  those  blue  collar  jobs.     I  can't 
believe  that  we  should  take  it  as  a  foregone 
conclusion,  B.2   B.4.1  B.6.1 

Then  Page  I.B.2  —  and  this  is  just  a  small 
thing,   but  I  think  we  need  something  in  there,   a  table 
or  a  map  or  something  about  what  the  subareas  are.  It 
would  make  easier  reading.  A.I 

Page  I.B.6,   I'd  like  it  justified  in  the  first 
paragraph.     It  says  that,    "The  application  of  OHPP 
city-wide"  —  that's  our  Office/Housing  Production 
Program  —  "be  presumed  to  result  in  less  development 
outside  of  the  C-3  District."     I  don't  know  what  they 
base  that  on.     Is  it  a  guess?     Would  you  please  explain 
it  further.  D.5.1 

Then  about  transit.     On  Page  I.E. 3  there  is 
this  paragraph:    "Peak  hour  operating  conditions  on  San 
Francisco  streets  would  be  expected  to  deteriorate  by 
1990.     Areas  near  freeway  ramps  which  are  already 
experiencing  level  of  service  E  and  F  operation  in  the 
peak  hour  would  be  expected  to  continue  to  operate  in 
unacceptable  conditions  and  may  deteriorate   into  jammed 
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conditions  with  increasing  frequency.     Further,  peak 
hour  conditions  would  be  expected  to  deteriorate  at  all 
of  the  downtown  intersections  by  the  year  2000. 
Expanded  areas  of  traffic  congestion  would  disrupt 
surface  Muni  operations.     Service  to  the  northwest 
portion  of  the  city  would  be  adversely  affected  by 
level  of  service  E  conditions  at  Sutter  near  Stockton 
and  Montgomery  and  California.     Peak  of  the  peak 
conditions  would  be  expected  to  occur  over  longer 
periods  by  the  year  2000."  Z.I 

In  reading  that,   and  I  have  a  couple  other 
transit  paragraphs,   is  this  really  planning?     Is  that 
what  we  really  are  charged  with  doing?     Do  we  really 
want  that  kind  of  a  mess,   or   is  there  something  that  we 
can  do  that's  a  little  less  than  that  and  a  little 
better  than  that?  A.I 

Then  on  Page  IV.E.l   through  Page  IV. E. 7,  that 
whole  section  deals  with  transit.      It  seems  to  me  that 
a  corridor   analysis  doesn't  give  the  whole  picture;  it 
gives  a  false  picture.     I   still   think  we  need 
line-by-line  analysis.     And  I  know  it's  a  broken 
record,   but  I  think   it's  wrong  to  not  have  it.  E.2.2 

There  should  be  a  table  of  the  line-by-line 
use  as  of  today.     Even  if  we  can't  have  the  future 
projections,   at  least  we  should  have  an  accurate 
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picture  today.     Also  there  should  be  pictures,   and  I 
was  really  startled  to  see  that  in  this  whole  Downtown 
EIR,   they  took  out  all  the  pictures  of  the  crowded 
Muni,     It's  as   if  we're  trying  to  say  everything  will 
be  just  great  and  it's  all  going  to  be  taken  care  of 
and  don't  worry  about  a  thing.     And  I  think  some  way  we 
have  to  visually  and  in  figures  show  what  the  current 
situation  is.     It's  the  only  way  I  can  see  to  operate . E. 2. 2 

One  other  note  I  had  —  I  have  a  couple 
more  --  but  childcare  was  discussed  by  quite  a  few 
people  last  week.     And  I  would  not  like  to  see  an 
answer  come  back  to  us  that  there  isn't  anything  else 
we  can  do  besides  give  bonuses  that  we're  suggesting 
for  childcare  facilities.     I  think  that  we  got  some 
data  last  week  of  other  places  --  hospitals,  other 
institutions         that  are  doing  their  own  childcare,  and 
I'd  like  us  to  look,   if  there  is  any  way  —  I   know  in 
the  paper,   and  I   should  have  clipped  it,    but   there  was 
something  about  some  Southern  California  businesses 
starting  to  do  childcare,   and  it  was  pushed  by  a  City. 
I  don't  know  whether   the  Examiner   or  Chronicle  would 
have  it  listed  under   "childcare,"  but   I  wish   that  we 
could,   I  hope  that  we  do  justice  to  that  particular 

Z.2 

issue . 

On  Page  I. 1.2,    it's  hard  to  accept  --  maybe 
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that's   "I."     Well,   I. 1.2.     Hard  to  accept  the  air 
quality  statements  that  everything  is  going  to  be  so 
much  better.     I'd  like  to  know  where  the  11  test  sites 
are.     Now,   maybe  that's  in  the  appendix  and  I  didn't 
get  to  it.     Were  they  monitored  at  peak  hour  when 
levels  of  E  and  F  are  in  effect?     Are  we  getting  any 
kind  of  picture  of  what  pedestrians  and  people  waiting 
in  cars  that  are  still  running  and  are  waiting  —  we 
don't  know  how  long  —  whether  any  of  that  is  pictured 
in  this  EIR. 


1.2  1.3 


1.1,3,   it's  stated  here,    "Further  revisions  of 
growth  management  will  be  required  in  the  year  2000  or 
before."     It  seems  to  me  that  those  property  owners  who 
would  be  affected  now  adversely  and  are  wanting  the 
Downtown  Plan  allowances,   or  more  than  we  may  allow 
under  the  Downtown  Plan,   are,   in  effect,   being  favored 
over  those  who  may  not  get  any  development   rights  once 
the  year  2000  comes  and  we  are  jammed  so  that  there's 
just  nothing  more  that  can  be  done.     I'd  like  it 
discussed  whether  a  fairer  way  and  a  smarter  way  would 
be  to  face  up  right  now  to  what  the  problems  are  going 
to  be  —  allow  less  development  now  and  allow  some 
then.     The  business  of  going  ahead  huckledebuck  now, 
shadowing  open  spaces  —  if  they  aren't  maybe  some 
special  park  —  shadowing  streets,   sidewalks,   when,  the 
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year  2000,  we  can't  do  anything,   and  we'll  have  a 
miserable  city  —  is  this  really  the  route  we  want  to 
take? 

I  think  John  Elberling's  discussion  of  the 
earthquake  problem  really  fits  in  with  that,   and  we 
ought  to  really  take  a  look  at  whether   right  now  is  the 
time  to  say,    "Gee,  we've  got  a  good  skyline.     We  don't 
look  like  my  hometown  in  Nebraska.     We  look  big  deal,  K 
big  time."     And  now  is  the  time  to  take  it  seriously.  H.4.3 

There  are  just  a  couple  more.     I. I. 10  and 

1. 1. 11,  please  list  disadvantages  of  forecasting  method 

as  well  as  advantages.     There's  a  long  list  of 

advantages  and   it  doesn't  say  anything  disadvantageous. 

And  1. 1. 11   and  1. 1. 12,   they  blithely  say  we  can't  have 

any  data  on  the  indirect  effects  on  City  finances. 

Some  system  must  analyze,   at  least  as  best  is  possible, 

what  the  effect  on  hospitals,   schools,   parks  and  social 

services  will  be.     I  can't  believe  that  I  as  a 

homeowner  have  to  bear  the  whole  brunt  or   that  those  of 

us  who  own  other  property  are  given  all   the  credit  for 

all  that.     It  seems  to  me   that  downtown  pays,   and  some 

B.I. 4. 8 

way  we  ought  to  be  able  to  see  what  the  effect  is.  ^3 

Just  a  couple  more.      IV. A. 4,   how  do  we  know 
for  sure  that  increased  transit  use  will  alleviate 
congestion  and  undesirable  side  effects  of  commuter 
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E.3.2 
E.2.2.3 


travel   through  the  City's  neighborhoods?  That 
statement  is  in  there.     Please  analyze  the  real  effects 
of  increased  transit  use  through  neighborhoods.  I've 
asked  for  that  before,   but  now  that  they're  saying  "It 
will  be  fine,"  that  is  unacceptable.     Makes  it 
inaccurate.     We  need  to  know  headway  times.     We  need  to 
now  what  a  given  cost  will  be  from  increasing  in  the 
Geary  Corridor  or  whatever  corridor  is  projected  as 
needing  more. 

No  new  freeways  are  recommended,  but  what 
evidence  is  there  that  they  won't  be  required,  given 
longer  and  longer  peak  hour  jamming  on  transit  as  well 
as  on  freeways?     It  presumes  a  tolerance  on  the  part  of 
commuters  that  may  not  be  real.     Can  we  really  trust 
ourselves  and  elected  officials  to  deny  the  right  of 
people  to  avoid  two-  and  three-hour  commutes?  Will 
that  pressure  really  be  so  much  that  we'll  have  to  have 
freeways?     I  don't  think  we  can  presume  we  won't.  E.1.4.2 

And  I  just  have  one  more,   I  guess.     IV. A. 15, 
how  can  we  deal  with  everything  under  the  sun  and  have 
no  recommendations  re  the  need  of  various  income  levels 
about  housing?     Page  41,   42,   43,   and  44  regarding 
housing  have  no  recommendations.     Why?     I   see  no 
justification  for  that.     Surely,   planning  for  people's 
shelter  is  as  important  as  flag  poles  and  other  design 
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issues  that  we've  dealt  with.  A.2 
That  will  do   it.  Thanks. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     Are  there  any  other 
comments  from  the  Commissioners? 

COMMISSIER  BIERMAN:      I'm  sorry.      I  have  one 
other.     IV.B.SO  and  51,   why  is  the  OHPP  not  evaluated 
as  an  impact  of  the  Plan?     I  don't  understand.     I  think 
it  should  be  considered.  D.3.1  D.5.1 

Page  IV.B.53,   the  last  paragraph.     The  fourth 
and  eighth  lines,    "would"   should  be   "may."  Without 
policies  .in  place,   only  a  possibility  exists  for 
protection  of  housing.     Too  much  protection  seems  to  be 
assumed.  B.4.2 

And  then  IV,C.25.     It's  interesting  to  note 

that  hotel  workers  have  a  high  rate  of  couples  with 

children,  higher  than  other  employment  groups.     When  we 

deal  with  the  OHPP,   it's  possible  that  future  hotels 

should  probably  be  asked  to  look  at  that  particular 

housing  issue,   and  would  the  EIR  please  deal  with  that. 

B.4.2  D.5.1 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:  All  right.  As  I 
mentioned  before,  the  public  comment  period  will 
remain  sorry. 

COMMISSIONER  SALAZAR:     Just,    and  I  hate  to 
come  back  to  this,   but  let  me  be  specific  about  what  I 
think.     Mr.   Elberling  bothered  me.     I've  been  told  that 
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if  we  have  an  earthquake  downtown  at  noontime,  let's 
say,   that  we  could  develop  --  you'll  have 
all  the  glass  popping  out  of  the  windows,  cracking, 
swirling  —  like  a  razor  storm  on  the  pedestrians 
underneath.     That  we'll  have  all  of  the  granite  that  is 
along  the  side  of  the  buildings  falling  down.  Also, 

K.6 

the  rush  hour. 

And  I've  just  assumed  that  there  is  really 
nothing  we  can  do  —  that  that  is  probably  true  and 
that  there  is  nothing  we  can  do  about  it.     But  is  that 
assumption  correct?     Is  there  something  we  can  do  in 
terms  of  the,   assuming  we  are  going  to  build  a  whole 
slew  of  high-rises  between  now  and  the  year  2000  South 
of  Market,    is  there  something  else  we  could  do  that 
might  make  that  kind  of  scenario  not  quite  so  deadly  in 
that  area? 

It  bothers  me.  I  don't  know  what  we  can  do 
about  it.  But  I  think  it's  something  we  should  give 
some  thought  to.  My  assumption  right  now  is  that  we 
can  do  nothing.     But  it  bothers  me.  K.6 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:      The  public  comment 
period  is  to  remain  open  until  the  end  of  the  working 
day  on  June  4th,   and  the  Department  and  the  Commission 
will  welcome  written  comments  from  anybody. 

At  this  point,   a  motion  would  be  appropriate 
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to  close  the  public  hearing. 

COMMISSIONER  SALAZAR:      So  moved. 

COMMISSIONER  KLEIN:  Second. 

PRESIDENT  ROSENBLATT:     All   those   in  favor? 
Opposed?     Motion  is  adopted  unanimously.  That 
completes  our  business  for  today. 

[Whereupon,   the  proceedings  in  the  above 
matter  adjourned  at  7:20  o'clock  p.m.] 
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY   OF  MARIN 


) 

)  ss  . 
) 


I,  RICHARD  S.  ADAMS,   do  hereby  certify  that 
the  foregoing  transcript  was  reported  in  shorthand  at 
the  time  and  place  therein  stated.      I   further  certify 
that  the  foregoing  is  a  full,   true  and  accurate 
transcription  of   the  proceedings  to  the  best  of  my 
ability . 

I  further   certify  that  I  am  not  of  counsel  or 
attorney  for  either  or  any  of  the  parties  named  in  said 
action,   nor   in  any  way  interested  in  the  outcome  of  the 
cause  named  in  said  caption. 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,    I  have  hereunto  set  my 


hand  and  affixed  my  seal  of  office  this 
day  of 
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April  23,  1984 


Planning  Comnission 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

450  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  Commissioners: 

Re:  Transportation 

Because  the  Downtown  Plan  hearings  are  in  progress  I  would  like  to  re- 
emphasize  certain  transportation  matters  that  have  been  of  concern  to  all 
of  us  during  the  past  years.    It  is  my  opinion  that  there  are  many  common 
sense  and  relatively  low  cost  solutions  to  the  short  and  mid-term  transportation 
problems  that  can  be  enacted  quickly.    These  are  solutions  that  all  of  us  have 
advocated  for  years  and  yet  it  seems  very  difficult  to  actually  get  them 
enacted.    Many  of  these  solutions  could  occur  rapidly  if  you  and  other  City 
officials  exert  leadership.    It  is  a  shame  for  reactionary  groups  and  the  media 
to  whip  the  public  into  a  transportation  hysteria  that  will  only  harm  this  z.i 
great  city. 

1.  High  Occupancy  Vehicles  (H.O.V.).    Cal  Trans  has  been  studying  the 
possibility  of  converting  their  lots  under  the  freeways  to  free  parking 
spaces  for  van  pool  vehicles  coming  into  the  City  from  any  direction. 
These  lots  are  easy  walking  distance  to  the  C30.    This  practical,  low  cost 
solution  would  encourage  H.O.V.  and  in  turn  lighten  the  load  on  the  bridges 
and  freeways.    It  is  easy,  fast  and  somebody  from  City  Planning  should  be 

working  with  Cal  Trans  on  a  crash  basis.  E.6.4.1 

2.  During  certain  peak  commuting  hours,  single  passenger  vehicles 
should  be  prohibited  from  the  freeways  and  bridges,  unless  with  special 
permit.    This  is  being  done  in  other  cities,  including  I  believe,  Washington,  E.3.1 


3.  Firms  with  100  employees  or  over  should  be  required  to  have  staggered 
hours  and  have  an  "in-house"  van  pool  coordinator.    Hour  changes  do  not  have 

to  be  drastic  and  could  start  an  hour  earlier  and  end  an  hour  later  than  usual.  E.6 

4.  We  should  study  reverse  flow  lanes  on  the  Bay  Bridge  at  AM  and  PM  c  3  1 
peak  commute  hours.  ' 


D.C. 
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April  23,  1984 


There  may  be  many  other  similar  solutions  that  cannot  wait  anymore  for  your 
action.    If  not  now,  when? 

Thank  you. 


c/c  Mr.  Dean  Maoris 

Board  of  Supervisors 
Mayor  Dianne  Feinstein 


RK:lb 
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RECEIVED  April  21,  1984 

Dean  Macrls,  Director  APR  24  1984 

Cepartment  of  City  Planning  RECEIVED 
450  McAllister,  5th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102  ApR  2^1984 


Dear  Dean  M.9cris: 


CITY  a  COUNTY  OF  S.F. 
ftSPT.  or  CITY  PLANNiNa 


I  recently  learned  there  will  be  only  one  public  he  ring  for  the  (na3si'"e 
DOWKTOWN  PLAF,  some  1,100  pages  cf  material  with  o-er  4,000  pages  of  back- 
ground resource  material  from  which  much  of  the  1,100  p?(ges  were  drswn. 
Even  if  nil  interested  Sin  Fr^ncisc-ns  were  speed  re  Jers.  it  is  impossible 
to  adequ3tely  review  the  D-P  in      month  or  so.  S.I. 3 

Establishing  one  public  hearing,  whose  basic  process  of  -  long  string 
of  speakers  droning  on  before  i  bored  Commission  9nd  tired  Staff  is 
stiquated  'nd  ineffective        est^bllshinR  one  public  he  ring  on  such  a 
massive  proposal  is  totally  irresponsible.     It  appe-rs  to  roe        a  tactic 
of  attempting   :n  end  run  around  the  public,     Gl^en  the  ob^'ious  impactd 
excessi'^'e  downtown  highrise  development  is  having  on  S-.n  Francisco,  on 
ne  3nd  ill  iround  me,  your  litiititlons  on  public  pirticipTtion  in  this 
DOTJllTOW  PLAr  reflects  your  lack  of  filth  in  the  integrity  in  the  PLAN.  S.I. 3 

Wh^t  I'inr!  of  ■>  scam  3re  running  with  OrE  TUBLIC  HFARirC  rv  YCUR  PLAN 
FOR  20  r.ILLTCr  SQUARE  F^ET  CF  OFFICE 'DO WTTCW  nEVELCP^IEIT ,  7TTH  LESS 

45  DAYS  FOR  THE  REST  OF  US  TO  READ,  COrSULT,  DISQrSS,   ANALY7E  AND 
RESPOND  '.'IIT^  FACTS,   INST^'I'T  A^T)  SERIOUS  ALTFRrATr'E  DATA   'I'D  PROPOSALS?  S.I. 3 

It  is     rrcg-nt  beyond  belief  tr  liiiitt  publl-  p  ^  r  i-- ip '  tiirn  in  this 
rLAN.     I  knov  if  yru  .jere  per<^on-lly  li-.ble  for  liti-^  tion  brought  by 
:bused  SF  clfi'-er«;,  or  liable  for  the  rorse'j'jprces  cf  unb  1  need  pl:nning 
thlr;  D-P  '?rdor''es,  yen  •.jct.il  :?  be  Tor^    ."^1  Ic i  toMr  of  o-^nunit'^'  lr'"er<?cts  S.I. 3 

:  r  d  I  r  p  V  ^  . 

onTy 

TV»i » T  -rpi    ^le'tc  ccncltii"?*^  '.'c'j  do  r'^^ti  n.t^-^  n  ^  ■^^q  ^  "^^p  *"t:T'C^t         Z.  1 

.3      -  ^on  J -fv,!  J.  f-c  the  pecpl'?  rf  v.^'ir  ''Ity,  but  p-Tb        -rly  t- ^^(»  ^'^-yor  S.I. 3 

in-!  certain  fln  .rcijl  and  develrpTgr- ^  iv.l  ^-rc^  \:r  . 


By  the  way,  what's  the  hurry  to  ^et  tVe  .ppr.  -"!'^    "hero     re  we 

going  that  public  invol"emer. t  ':^v,st  h»     ••oidcd'*  t'^i.-  'i'LA*'  -imtl-r  to 

e->cly  20th  Century  Los   ^.golcr  ^o.-nty  '-^ter  Sc  -o'ti;- /\TOT,r»->n 

Or  Is  It  so  flawed  It  c  nr.rt  rt:r:J  t^^c  lig^t  rf  ;m>>1:c  sc.-'j^iny'^ 

^'"eep  in  rrtnd;  we  ll^e  vitb  t^e  irp^ict  of  y.-ur  D-T,  '    ■rir'^  currant 
development;  ve  p-y  for  your  dep  :  rtment  *■   itr  pl,..'^;      D  v-e  p  ;y  fr-r 
the  lltlgitirn  subsequent  to  irresponsible  pliLinin*?. 

I  WANT  ^  120  d:;y  extension  cf  public  hearic'^'?. 

I  WANT  Tpetrific  hearings  scheduled  three  week*;  or  T.ore    p^rt  on  e-,ch 
of  the  rr.;jcr   ^re-.s  of  Irpict  ..nd  concern:   (1)  The  ^PPROPRI ATEUESS  OF  MORE 
OFFICE  DE^'ELOPMENT        SF;   (2)  TRAFFIC:    (3)  TR,.'\rsPORTATION ;   (4)  HOUSING; 
(5)  RECREATIONAL      CUL^JRAL  FACILITIES;  with  .  fln:l  he^.ring  30  ^fter 
these. 


S.I 


S.3 


S.I. 3 
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Finally,  I  WANT  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  grant  to  San  Fran- 
cj^^ans  for  Reasonable  Growth  a  grant  to  fund  their  independent  partici- 
tion  and  study  of  the  DC.'JNTOWN  PLAN.     This  may  strike  you  as  a  bizaure  S.3 
request,  but  their  thoroughness  surpasses  that  cf  your  own  department, 
and  their  standing  in  the  community  as  representative  nf  the  rest  of  us 
is  unexcelled.     And  the  money  your  department  runs  on  is  our  money. 


Inner  Sur<;et  .eighborhccd  Committee 

1227  '^enth  A^-enue 

Sm  Fr-nciscc,  CA  94122 


cc:John  Bardis 
Allan  Ch.-. Imers 
Sue  Nestor 
Ilayor  Fein  stein 

Bo:2rd  cf  Super'-iscrs ,  e-.ch  rrember 


s,aN  f-ianciscans  for  reasonable  growth 

88  FIRST  STREET,  ROOM  600 -SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94105  •TELEPHONE:  (415)  :665.5417  | 


RECEIVED 

APR  I  4  1984 

CITY  &  COUNTY  OF  -j.r 

DEPT.  OF  CITY  PLANNING 


Sally  Maxwell 
Department  City  Planning 
450-  McAllister   5th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  Ms  Maxwell: 

Enclosed  is  written  comment  on  the  Downtown 
EIR  submitted  by  the  SF  Police  Officers'  Assn.  Z.1 
which  I  am  forwarding  to  you  for  formal  comment. 


Sincerely, 


Esther  Marks 

end. 
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San  Francisco  Police  Officers'  Association 


=1\LD  J.  SCHMIDT 
sdtary 


^OE  A.  CASCIATO 
adent 


ci 


t  C.  CHIGNELL 

:ifPresident 


IE  COLLINS 


510  Seventh  Street 
San  FrancisGo,  California  94103 
(415)  861-5060 


April   9,  1984 


Esther  Marks 

125  Upper  Terrace 

San  Francisco,   CA  94117 

Dear  Esther: 

I  have  reviewed  the  Notice  of  Public  Hearing  on  the  Draft 
Downtown  Environmental   Iinpact  Report  and  I  will  comment  on  it 
on  a  page  by  page  basis. 

(1)  Pages  I.F.I  and  I.F.2;   I  have  insufficient  data  with 

which  to  comment  as  to  whether  or  not  the  increases  in  F.2.1 
reported  criminal  incidents  will  take  place  as 
described  in  these  pages. 

(2)  Pages  IV  F.    11  and   IV  F.   12;   I  again  would  have  to 

state  that  I  rave  insufficient  data  to  either  concur  F.2.1 
with  data  presented  or  disagree  with  it. 

(3)  It  is  the  general  overview  of  this,    I  feel  that  it  is 
impossible  to  tell  which  specifically  will  be 
generated  by  the  new  Downtown  Plan.     As  a  matter  of 
personal  opinion,   I  find  that  if  the  increases  in 
population  and  the  increases  in  retail  spaces  as  well 
as  office  space  occur  in  the  manner  in  which  the 
proposed,  the  probability  is  that  you  will  not  have 
your  street  crimes  type  situation  but  you  will  have 
more  of  the  white  collar  crime  and  dispute  type  calls 
for  service.     In  some  cases  these  types  of  calls 

Utilize  more  of  the  officer's  time  than  the  former.  r.^.  i 


Sincerely , 


Croce  A.  Casciato 
Pres  ident 


CAC/yh 
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George  Williams  April  21,  1984 

Assistant  Director, 

Plans  and  Projrrams 
Department  of  City  Plannin,? 
City  and  County  of  San 

Francisco   

450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Re:  Draft  EIR  on  Proposed  Downtovm  Plan 

Dear  Mr.  Williams: 

This  letter  is  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the 
proposed  Downtown  Plan.    I  am  an  urban  planner  by  profession,  and  I  person- 
ally care  very  strongly  about  downtown  San  Francisco.  2.1 

Parts  of  the  Draft  EIR,  such  as  the  analysis  of  alternate  skylines,  are  well 
done  and  impressive.    Howet'er,  the  docximent  is  very  inadequate  in  dealing 
with  geologic  and  fire  hazards.     Considering  San  Francisco's  history  (and    |^  ^  g 
orcspects)  those  are  the  subjects  it  should  have  addressed  most  thoroughly. 

  Z.1 

The  Draft  EIR  casually  mentions  that  in  a  strong  earthquake  buildings,  even 
new  ones  neeting  today's  codes,  will  be  liable  to  rain  a  great  deal  of  glass 
and  cladding  onto  the  sidewalks  below.    There  is  no  special  analysis  of  this 
threat — nor  of  the  safety  implications  of  the  Downtown  Plan's  policies  to 
preserve  comices  and  other  architectural  projections  on  old  buildings  and 
feature  them  in  new  ones.    Yet  the  danger  of  falling  objects  is  an  absolutely 
critical  concern.    As  the  Draft  SIR  itself  admits,  at  rush  hotir  in  the  year 
2000  there  could  be  some  300,000  people  on  those  sidewalks. 

The  docu:?ent  does  not  include  an  adequate  and  realistic  discussion  of  fire 

hc'.iiards.    This  should  take  into  account  the  vulnerability  of  many  postwar 

(and  likely  future)  buildings  due  to  their  great  height,  use  of  "sophisticar- 

ted"  air  conditioning  and  other  systems,  and  use  of  highly  flaL-nmable  or  toxic 

plastics  cn  interiors.    If  a  future  earthquake  ruptures  enough  gas  lines  it 

could  produce  a  whole  series  of  "Towering  Infernos" — even  a  repeat  of  the 

1906  conflagration,  but  this  time  with  far  more  people  trapped  inside.  K.2 

Nor  does  the  document  convey  a  real  sense  of  the  enormous  deathtrap  represen- 
ted by  the  htmdreds  of  tmsafe  old  masonry  buildings,  especially  in  the  Ten- 
derloin and  South  of  Market,  which  the  Downtown  Plan  would  retain  without  smy 

special  efforts  to  reinforce  them,  ,  .    ^  ^   ^  « 

A. 4  N*« 

In  evaluating  the  seismic  implications  of  its  five  identified  alternatives 
to  the  Downtown  Plan,  the  Draft  EIR  makes  a  dubious  and  superficial  compari- 
son wherein  the  risk  represented  by  varying  amounts  of  new-and-presumably- 
safer  construction  is  balanced  against  the  benefit  of  removing  varying  amounts 
of  relatively-unsafe  old  buildings  displaced  by  the  new  construction.  This 
comparison  apparently  doesn't  take  into  account  quake-related  fire  haeards — 
nor  the  hazards  of  falling  glass  and  cladding,  which  are  especially  signifi- 
cant for  the  taller  new  buildings.    The  document  then  draws  the  amazing  con- 
clusion (page  VT.2)  that  "All  alternatives  would  result  in  similar  exposure 
of  people  to  seismic  hazard"!  ^  K.I 

It  then  poses  a  false  choice  by  saying  that  the  seismic-hazard  impact  could 

11 
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jbe  avoided  if  there  were  continued  "permit  moratoria"  in  downtown  San 
cdsco,  redirection  of  "all  growth"  to  other  places,  and  the  encourage- 
lof  "ur"ban  sprawl."    Thia  attempted  rationale  is  utterly  vinconvincing. 

he  Draft  EIR's  whole  response  to  seismic  and  fire  haaards  is  needless- 
litalistic.  K   Q  3 

locument  should  descrihe  and  evaluate  at  least  one  more  alternative  to 
)rojectt  a  "Safety"  alternative  or  alternatives  which  would  actually 
c'porate  serious  policy  and  vigorous  implementing  actions  to  manage  and 
vje  hazards  in  downtown  San  Francisco.    This  would  include  measures  such 
stronger  code  requirements  for  new  buildings  and  greatly  accelerated  ac- 
!■  to  reinforce  or  remove  risky  older  structures.    It  would  depart  from 
)owntown  Plan's  policy  in  various  ways,  such  as  by  shifting  the  proposed 
-)(SD)  boundaries  to  avoid  those  blocks  with  the  worst  geologic  hazards, 
ould  also  include  some  limit  on  the  amount  of  growth  in  downtown  San  Pran- 

K.I    K.6  P.I 

ij.te  what  the  Draft  EIR  contends,  considerable  growth  could  be  redirected 
(vher  locations  without  fostering  undesirable  urban  sprawl.    The  Bay  Area 
ully  has  a  "polycentric"  structure  that  makes  sense  in  terms  of  its  ge- 
s>hy  and  seismic  hazards.    There  are  several  centers  such  as  downtown  '  ' 

;hnd  which  are  less  congested  than  downtown  San  Francisco;  have  ample, 
<;ively  safe  sites  for  construction;  and  have  good  access  by  transit.  Re- 
nting some  of  San  Francisco's  potential  growth  to  such  other  centers 
.'.I  al30  help  to  ease  pressure  on  the  City's  own  housing  market  and  trans- 
mit ion  systems.  p  ^    q  ^ 

)raft  EIR  does  list  (pages  V.K.1-V.K.4)  a  series  of  possible  mitigation 
■jirea  relevant  to  geologic  hazards.    But  they  are  blithely  prefaced  by 

abatement  that  "None  of  the  following  mitigation  measures  is  proposed  as 
-  of  the  Downtown  Plan"!  1^  g    Y  1 

Led  the  Plan  itself  totally  avoids  discussing  seismic  and  fire  hazards, 
ae  Draft  EIR's  "mitigation  measures"  are  only  actions  that  could  be  taken 
•ae  politicians  felt  like  doing  so.    Judging  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors' 
lit  rejection  of  greatly  needed  improvements  in  seismic  code  standards, 
is  no  reasonable  expectation  that  sufficient  mitigation  measures  will 
liopted  independently.  Y  ^ 

nOraft  SIR  does  not  say  why  the  mitigation  measures  are  not  proposed  as 
'  of  the  Plan  or  as  a  condition  for  its  approval.    Nor  does  it  demonstrate 

adopting  these  measures  would  be  unfeasible.    To  quote  Section  15021  of 
a State  CE^A  Guidelines; 

CECiA  establishes  a  duty  for  public  agencies  to  avoid  or  minimize  envi- 
ronmental damage  where  feasible. .. .A  public  agency  should  not  approve 
a  project  as  proposed  if  there  are  feasible  alternatives  or  mitiga- 
tion measures  available  that  would  substantially  lessen  any  signifi- 
cant effects.... 


Sincerely, 

CCH^  3-  £^M^ 
John  S.  English,  AICP 
2500  Hillegass  Avenue 
Berkeley,  CA  94704 


Mile 


iO\AicV\  o\tcrs  ^[^J^  u^r>  IcecAue^   ^^.4.  pipe  tun  I  i^i  kai 

up  vv^ci^^oi^e.  (bnUe/fer  -tayxLs  omA 
use  ga3  -for-   4^0.1  buvlf:iir^^  ui-(l<+i^s  ''•''•^ 

^lu6  ^+{nAr^         -froiYi  oeu)  "ti^i/^^^  os^^e. ' 

G.1 


^^^^  cWi^/'^?^ 
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STATE  EMPLOYEES' CREDIT  UNION 


April  26,  1984 


Department  of  City  Planning 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


RE:     Notice  of  Public  Hearing  on  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report  EES. 3  Downtown  Plan 


Dear  Commissioners: 


On  behalf  of  California  State  Employees'  Credit  Union  No.  2 

located  on  41  Van  Ness  Avenue,  San  Francisco,  we  respectfully  2.I 

yet  strongly,  object  to  Downtown  Plan  EIR  generally,  and 

specifically  we  object  to  the  inclusion  of  41  Van  Ness  in 

Category  I. 

Our  Credit  Union  serves  over  22,000  employees  of  public  organiza- 
tions and  their  families.    When  our  building  was  purchased  a  few 
years  ago  it  was  purchased  as  an  investment  to  grow  as  an  asset 
for  the  benefit  of  our  membership.    We  feel  that  the  architectural 
designation  of  such  buildings  as  ours  being  placed  on  a  restricted  ^-^ 
list  such  as  Category  I  will  be  detremental  to  the  employees  and 
members  of  our  Credit  Union  by  severly  limiting  a  considerable 
asset  for  future  use. 

The  history  of  the  building,  which  was  built  in  1911  as  a  funeral 
home,  remained  such  until  1977  when  it  was  sold  to  an  art  dealer. 
In  1979  the  Credit  Union  purchased  the  building  and  since  then  we  Z.I 
have  remodeled  both  interior  and  exterior  as  well  as  added  on  to 
the  structure. 

Category  I,  which  is  supposed  to  include  "architecturally  signifi- 
cant buildings",  should  not  include  every  "old"  building  just 
because  of  its  age.  We  feel  that  the  original  structure  is  not 
architecturally  significant  and  that  additions  have  even  further     H.I. 2 
removed  it  from  this  category.     From  an  historical  standpoint 
there  has  never  been  any  historical  significance  to  this  building. 

We  agree  that  buildings  which  have  significant  historical  or 
architecural  value  should  be  preserved.    However,  we  feel  these 
should  be  chosen  with  careful  consideration  and  that  there  should 


•  MAIN  Omce  9  BRANCH  Off  ICE 

41  VAN  NESS  AVENUE  •  SAN  FRANCISCO.  CA  94102  1207  NINTH  AVENUE  •  SAN  FRANCISCO.  CA  94122 

(415) 661-1930  •  (415)861-4507  (415) 661S634 
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Departmenfe^f  City  Planning 
April  26,  1984 

Page  -  2  - 


be  legitimate  purpose  and  criteria  for  so  classifying  any 
bui Idi  ng. 

We  urge  that  you  reconsider  adoption  of  the  plan  as  proposed 
and  that  criteria  be  set  to  preserve  buildings  which  indeed 
have  something  to  offer  by  their  preservation. 


hhn  F. 
ecretar^ 
Board  of  Dire/tors 


H.1.2 


H.1.2 


JFMidml 
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^ ^^ccc^U/^c  ^^^^ 


TESTIMONY  OF  THE 


SAM  FRANCISCO  WOMEN  LAVriERS  ALLIANCE 


BEFORE  THE 


5  AN  FRAI-I CISCO  ?  LANIT I NC  C  OMT'  I  S  S I  ON 


CONCERNING  THE 


DOWNTOWN  PLAN 


April  26,  1984 


Prepared  by: 

Childcare  Coromittee 
San  Francisco  Vvomen 

Lawyers  Alliance 
One  Market  Flaza 
Spear  Srreet.  Tcwer,    39th  Floor 
San  Francisco,    California  941C5 
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My  name  is  Eric  Landis-Brenman. 

I  am  a  member  of  the  Childcare  Committee  of  the 
San  Francisco  Women  Lawyers  Alliance,    a  group  of  women  lawyers 
and  related  professionals.      I  am  also  one  of  an  estimated 
92,400  downtown  workers  who  are  parents.     One  of  the  goals  of 
-Alliance  members  is  to  use  their  legal  skills  to  advance  the 
interests  of  parents  who   live  and  work  in  San  Francisco.  The 
Alliance  has  identified  childcare   as  one  of  the  pressing 
issues,    if  not  the  most  pressing  issue,   confronting  parents 

Z.I 

today. 

The  .alliance  is  appearing  before  you  today  to 
address  what  it  considers  a  critical  omission  from,  the 
proposed  Downtown  Plan  and  the  draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report:     the  need  of  working  parents  in  the  downtown  district 
for  high  quality  and  affordable  childcare  services.     While  the 
Downtown  Plan  articulates  important  policies  for  the  provision 
of  housing  to  mitigate  the  impact  of  increased  employment, 
neither  the  Flan  nor  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  takes 
into  account  the  substantial  impact  that  the  City's  projected 
economic  growth  will  have  on  an  already  inadequate  supply  of 
childcare  services.  Z.2 

Dramatic  changes  m  the  structure  of  the  national 
workforce  have  elevated  childcare  to  a  serious  economic  issue 
affecting  m.ost  .^.merican  families.     The  need  for  childcare,  in 
fact,    crosses  all  economic,    educational  and  social  boundaries.  Z.2 
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statistics  compiled  during  recent  census  reports 

and  surveys  illustrate  the  factors  behind  the  increasing  need 

for  childcare.     In  the  United  States,   fully  46%  of  the 

workforce  is  made  up  of  working  mothers  with  children 

under  6.-^     In  the  Bay  Area,  more  than  50%  of  mothers  with 

2  / 

children  age  6  and  under  work;-''^  and  in  San  Francisco,  Z.I 
parenrs  comprise  about  one-third  of  the  work  force. ^2 

A  recently  released  survey  conducted  by  the 

4  / 

California  Childcare  Resource  and  Referral  Network-'  has 
projected  that  the  number  of  children  9  and  under  in  the  Bay 
Area  needing  childcare  will  increase  to  over  128,000  by  1985. 
In  San  Francisco  alone,   over  23,200  children  9  and  under  will 
require  childcare,   of  whom  only  about  13,200  will  find 
spaces.     The  shortage  of  childcare  services  is  especially 


1  U.   S.   Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.     See  Child  Care 
Information  Kit. 

2  The  five-county  survey  conducted  by  the  California  Child 
Care  Resource  and  Referral  Network  released  on  March  22, 
1984. 

3  "Growth  Management  Alternatives  for  Downtown  San 
Francisco,"  a  consultant's  report. 

4  See  fn.  2. 
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acute  in  downtown  San  Francisco  where  only  one  facility 
currently  exists,   at  Golden  Gate  University. 

The  current  Downtown  Plan  projects  that  by  the  year 
2000,   there  will  be  an  additional  100,000  new  downtown 
workers  in  San  Francisco.     Yet  nowhere  in  the  Current  Downtown 
Plan  is  there  to  be  found  any  land  use  policy  designed  to 
accommodaue  the  increased  demand  for  childcare  that  such  a 
growth  in  employment  will  surely  generate.     In  fact,  the 
draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  indicates  that  by  the  year 
2000,   the  space  available  for  cultural,  educational, 
institutional  and  the  non-com.merci al  uses  --  space  that  could 
be  allocated  for  child-care  facilities  --  will  decline  by 
10%.-^     In  light  of  the  statistics  documenring  the  already 
severe  shortage  of  childcare  services  in  San  Francisco,   it  is 
imperative  that  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  act  now 
to  ensure  that  the  childcare  needs  generated  by  San  Francisco's 
employment  growth  are  adequately  accoun-ced  for  m  the  Downrown 
Plan.     It  is  the  Alliance's  belief  that  the  projected  need 
for  childcare  services  must  be  included  as  an  integral 
ccm.ponent  of  the  Downtown  Plan's  and  Environmental  Impact 
Report's  forecasts  for  employm.enr,    land  use  and  real  estate 
development  in  downtown  San  Francisco. 


5  See  Draft . Environmental  Impact  Report :  The  Downtown 
Plan,   Vol.    I   at  p.    I.E. 2,    Fable  1.3.1. 
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As  a  concrete  agenda  toward  the  provision  of 
affordable,   quality  child  care  facilities  in  downtown  San 
Francisco,   the  Alliance  proposes  the  following  recommendations 
to  the  Planning  Commission: 

1.       Adopt  policies  and  incentives  that  would 
facilitate  and  encourage  the  inclusion  of  quality, 
affordable  child  care  facilities  in  downtown  develop- 
ments --  existing,   newly  built  or  renovated.     Because  a 
childcare  center  cannot  compete  on  an  economic  level 
with  office/retail  tenants,    leases  for  childcare  centers 
must  provide  for: 

a.  complete  rent  subsidy; 

b.  a  ceiling  on  operating  costs; 

c.  adjacent  outdoor  space; 

d.  compliance  with  all  applicable  licensing 
requiremenrs ;  and 

e.  a  minimum  20  vear  term. 


Z.I 
Z.2 


Z.I 
Z.2 


2.       Adopt  policies  and  procedures  to  facilitate 
the  flow  of  information  to  concerned  groups  such  as  the 
Alliance  regarding  proposed  developments  or  renovations 
so  that  rhese  groups  may  contact  the  developers/renovarcrs 
regarding  the  need  and  incentives  for  including  child         ^  ^ 
care  cenrers  in  such  development.  Z.2 
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3,       Adopt  other  policies  favoring  the  provision  of 
childcare  services  that  would  mitigate  the  impact  of 

Z.1 

increased  employment  resulting  from  downtown  development.  2.2 

To  our  knowledge,   there  are  no  current  plans  by  the 
City  of  San  Francisco  to  alleviate  the  needs  of  working 
parents  for  quality,    affordable  childcare  by  providing 
downtown  childcare  facilities.     One  encouraging  prospect, 
however,    is  a  resolution  drafted  by  the  City  Planning  Depart- 
ment and  currently  pending  before  the  San  Francisco  Ecard  cf 
Supervisors  concerning  the  exclusion  of  space  allocated  for 
childcare  facilities  from  the  FAR  in  the  downtown  commercial 
district.     The  Alliance  is  strongly  in  favor  of  such  an 
initiative.      In  addition,   the  Alliance  currently  has  a 
proposal  before  the  U.S.   Postal  Service  and  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  for  the  inclusion  of  childcare  facilities  for  48 
infants  and  pre-schoolers  in  the  Postal   ~ervice's  Rmcon 
Center  Developm.ental  Project.     The  Alliance's  proposal,  which 
we  are  submitting  to  the  Commission  with  today's  testimony, 
sets  forth  a  specific  program  for  the  accompli sbjnent  of  this 
objective  in  accordance  with  state  licensing  regulations  for 
childcare  facilities,    and  demonstrates  the  feasibility  of 

Z.1 

such  a  project.  2  2 

We  see  this  proposed  Rincon  .Annex  Childcare  Center 
as  a  step  toward  alleviating  the  acute  shortage  of  childcare 
facilities.     More  importantly,   we  think  the  Rincon  Annex 
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Childcare  Center  has  the  potential  for  attracting  nationwide 
attention  as  a  model  of  innovative  urban  planning,  combining 
commercial  development  with  a  sensitivity  to  community  needs 
By  adopting  policies  designed  to  encourage  the  inclusion  of 
childcare  services  in  downtown  developments,   the  Planning 
Commission  will  enable  other  groups  to  initiate  similar 
projects  throughout  downtown  San  Francisco. 

We  strongly  urge  that  the  Commission  study  the 
issue  of  downtown  childcare  services  with  a  view  to  its 
significance  for  the  Downtown  Plan.     Members  of  the  childcar 
committee  of  the  San  Francisco  Women  Lawyers  Alliance  stand 
ready  to  assist  you  in  this  effort. 


"Vanning  rommi'=?«'ion 
rityi  Hal  l 


To  The  '^ommis'^d.oner : 
RFr  downtown  t^tr 


The  uore'^erlenterl.  1  evel  of  gro^-rth  assumed  by  the  r'owntown  Ftr 

ani^  ar^vo^ate'^  by  the  T^owntown  Plan,   an^?  its  affect  on  the  -duality 

of  life  in  S=u  Franrisro  and  the  Bay  Area,   i*^  not  reflected 

in  the  '^eoorts  ronrlusions.     The  Reoort  does  not  refler^t  either 

the  existing  conditions  of  the  urban  envionment  nor  doe-^  it  acr-uratelv 

reoort  the  imoart  of  orooosed  r>owntown  growth  on  the  rlty  and  the  Bay  Aj. 

Area.     A  cursory  ^lanfce  at  the  Ktr  tells  you  something  is  amiss. 

The  reoort  fails  to  objectively  address  su-^h  fundamental  problems 

as,  nowntown  oarking,  maintaining  neighborhoods low  and  moderate 

income  housing,  earthquake  protection  artd  transorotation.  The 

oortions  of  the  Ftr  that  do  deal  with  the  crucial   areas  are  not  up  to 

date,  many  of  the  figures  u^ed  are  from  reports  three  and  mores? 

years  old   'among  them  trap sp-'irtat ion  and  housing^  .     And  as  such  make  the 

conclusions  drawn  inaccurate  and  misleading.     Fven  so,   the  Ftr  E.1-3 

makes  one  pause  and  ask,   "ts  this  the  kind  of  City  we  want  to 

live  in?".     A  vision  of  overcrowded  highways  and  public  transportation, 

expensive  housing  in  overextended  o-iierdense  neighborhoods,   is  not 

a  direction  that  appeals  to  anyone  living  and  wo-rking  here.  The 

Report's  conclusions  are  skewed  towards  the  vision  of  those  who  would  oca 

benefit  most  from.hhe  proposed  growth,  Pevelopers  and  large  businesses. 

A  balance  between  those  interests  and  the  interests  of  San  Francisco 

residents  must  be  struck.     The  risk  of  upheaval  in  long-established 

ni  eghborhoods  is  too  great  to  gloss  over  or  belittle .  ;jlc 

■instead  of  dry  figures  and  questionable  assumptions  that  are 
made  In  the  Report,   a  careful  stidy,   involving  neighborhood  input, 
of  the  effect  of  this  uprecedented  level  of  growth  on  the  auality 
of  life  in  Sant Francisco ' s  neighborhoods  is  necessary  to  have  an  accurat 
picture  of  the  true  enviornmental  impact  of  this  proposed  growth. 
The  growth  already  allowed  by  the  Commission  is  straining  nieghborhoods 
all  over  the  city,    from  the  Richmond  to  the  Mission,   the  Western  Additio 
to  Hunter's  Point.  ^11  neighborhoods  have  hed-their  quality  of  life  ^vir 
adversly  affected.  B.4    D.3.1    R    S.2  Z.1 

There  was  an  article  in  the  Chronicle  Monday  April  23rd  about  a  orfy.»ttt# 
gathering  of  TV  executives  to  kick  off  the  filming  of  a  new  TV  program 
in  San  Francisco.     One  of  the  execs  mentioned  to  a  reporter.  "T've 
got  a  Herb  Caen  piece  for  you.         was  at  the  corner  of  Montgomery 
and  Market  Streets  and  t  asked  six  people  how  to  get  to  Sutter  Street. 
No  one  knew."     Do  we  want  San  Francisco  to  be  a  'ci^y  of  strangers'? 
The  Question  your  Downtown  FTR  raises  aad  the  question  we  must  ask 
oorselves  is,   do  we  wish  San  Francisco's  nieghborhoods  to  disappear 
as  we  know  them?     Peoples  ties  to  their  neighborhoods  in  this  city 
are  strong.     They  gain  strength  from  their  neighbors  and  from  their  D.I 
family  ties.  Z.1 

^  A.I    B.4   D.2   D.3.1   D.4  E    E.1.3  E.2 
E.3.1    E.4.1    K    R  Z.1 
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Childcare  Center  has  the  potential  for  attracting  nationwide 
attention  as  a  model  of  innovative  urban  planning,  combining 
commercial  development  with  a  sensitivity  to  community  needs 
By  adopting  policies  designed  to  encourage  the  inclusion  of 
childcare  services  in  downtown  developments,    the  Planning 
Commission  will  enable  other  groups  to  initiate  similar 
projects  throughout  downtown  San  Francisco. 

We  strongly  urge  that  the  Commission  study  the 
issue  of  downtown  childcare  services  with  a  view  to  its 
significance  for  the  Downtown  Plan.     Members  of  the  childcar 
coirjnittee  of  the  San  Francisco  Women  Lawyers  Alliance  stand 
ready  to  assist  you  in  this  effort. 


"Tanning  ("ommi j.on 
rity  Hal  1 

To  The  '"ommis'^d.oner-: 
PFr   Powntown  t^tr 


The  unre'-ei^enterl.  1  evel  of  gro'^vth  assumed  by  the  ^owntown  Ftr 

and  advo'-'ateri  by  the  downtown  Plan,   and  it=?  affei^t  on  the  -'ualj.ty 

of  life  in  S^.u  Francisro  and  the  Bay  Area,    i'^  not  refle'-'ted 

in  the  '^eoort?  ronrlu '^ion s ,     The  Reoort  does  not  refle<-'t  either 

the  existing  r-onditions  of  the  urban  envionment  nor  rioe^  it  a<^'^uratalv 

report  the  imoart  of  oroo.Tsed  Powntown  growth  on  the  ("ity  and  the  Bay 

Area,     A  cursory  cjlanrte  at  the  ftr  tells  you  something  is  amiss. 

The  reoort  fails  to  obje^^tively  address  su'^h  fundamental  problems 

as,  Powntown  oarking,  maintaining  neighborhoods low  and  moderate 

income  housing,   earthquake  prote<^tion  artd  transorotation.  The 

oortions  of  the  Ftr  that  do  deal  with  the  '^rurial   areas  are  not  up  to  ;ia 

date,  many  of  the  figures  uf^ed  are  from  reports  three  and  more^r 

years  old    'among  them  trap sp.-irtat ion  and  housing^  .     And  as  su^-h  make  the 

r-on'^lusi  ons  drawn   inar^rurS^te  and  misleading.     Fven  so,   the  Ftr 

makes  one  cause  and  ask,    "ts  this  the  kind  of  City  we  want  to 

live  in?".     A  vision  of  overcrowded  highways  and  public  transportato'.on, 

expensive  housing  in  overextended  o-iierdense  neighborhoods,   is  not 

a  dj  rer-tion  that  appeals  to  anyone  living  and  working  here.  The 

Report's  '^on'-lusions  are  skewed  towards  the  vision  of  those  who  would 

benefit  most  from.bhe  proposed  growth,  Pevelopers  and  large  businesses. 

A  balance  between  those  interests  and  the  interests  of  San  Francisco. 

residents  must  be  struck.     The  risk  of  upheaval  in  long-established 

ni  eghborboods  is  too  great  to  gloss  over  or  belittle. 

"instead  of  dry  figures  and  questionable  assumptions  that  are 
made  in  the  Report,   a  careful  stidy,   involving  neighborhood  input, 
of  the  effect  of  this  uprecedented  level  of  growth  on  the  auality 
of  life  in  Sant Francisco ' s  neighborhoods  is  necessary  to  have  an  accurat 
picture  of  the  true  enviornmental  impact  of  this  proposed  growth. 
The  growth  already  allowed  by  the  Commission  is  straining  nieghborhoods 
all  over  the  city,    from  the  Richmond  to  the  Mission,   the  Western  Additio 
to  Hunter's  Point.   ^11  neighborhoods  have  had-their  quality  of  life  «itive- 
adversly  affected.  B.4    D.3.1    R    S.2  Z.1 

There  was  an  article  in  the  Chronicle  Monday  April  23rd  about  a  ^yrir.xxtiJk 
gathering  of  TV  executives  to  kick  off  the  filming  of  a  new  TV  program 
in  San  Francisco.     One  of  the  6xecs  mentioned  to  a  reporter.  "T've 
got  a  Herb  caen  piece  for  you.         was  at  the  corner  of  Montgomery 
and  Market  Streets  and  t  asked  six  peop4«  how  to  get  to  Sutter  Street. 
No  one  knew."     Do  we  want  San  Francisco  to  be  a  'ci^y  of  Strangers'? 
The  question  your  Downtown  FTR  raises  aad  the  auestion  we  must  ask 
oorselves  is,   do  we  wish  San  Francisco's  nieghborhoods  to  disappear 
as  we  know  them?     Peoples  ties  to  their  neighborhoods  in  this  city 
are  strong.     They  gain  strength  from  their  neighbors  and  from  their  D.I 
family  ties.  Jjy 

-X-  A.1    B.4  D.2   D.3.1  D.4  E    E.I. 3  E.2 
E.3.1    E.4.1    K    R  Z.1 
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We  do  not  want  or  need  a  rity  of  transients,   a  "f^ommuter  rity" 

thfefct-   is  overcrowded  by  day  and  dark  and  cold  and  empty  and  D.I 

dangerous  by  night    (as  the  Finan^-lal  Distn'r-t   is  now^  .  Z.1 

Tmportance  must  be  given  to  presreving  the  best  of  what  we  have, 
the  comfortable  smallish  scale  city  that  welcomes  people  and 
allows  all  peoole,   old,  young,   rich  and  poor  to  live  out  thair 
lives  safely  and  with  dignity  in  familiar  surroud ings ,     The  Powntown 
F^R  must  be  written  with  this  in  mind.     The  human  scale  of  our  rity 
and  the  people  who  live  here  deserve  that  attention,   or  we  will  wake  up 
one  day  to  a  place  we  do  not  recogni-e  any  longer.     A  re-write  of 
this  Report  is  in  order,   as  well  as  fe;. re-thinking  of  the  direction 
the  Planning  rommisaion  is  taking  San  Francisco.     A  limit  on 
office  building   (a  yearly  cieling  on  sguare-foot  area^    as  well  as 
exDanding  the  moratorium  and  increasing  neighborhood  and  resident 
input  in  the  planning  process  is  essential  to  achieving  fair  and 
reasonable  growth  in  the  f"ity.  f^-^ 

E.6.1 

S^f^erely,  / 

.  <  /K    r  Z;] 

Arthur  Perley 

7  36  Fell  Street  ^-2 
San  Francisco,   rA  94117  Z.1 
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COALITION  FOR  SAN  FRANCISCO  NEIGHBORHOODS 

P.  O.  BOX  5882 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94101 


STATEMENT  OF  ALAN  RAZNICK  BEFORE  THE  CITY  PLANNING 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  DOWNTOWN  PLAN  EIR  -  April  26,  1984 


Our  presentation  is  critical  of  the  Downtown  Plan 

and  Draft  EIR.     This  is  because  the  documents  skirt  the 

major  issues.     Although  understated,  they  describe  the 

immediacy  of  downtown  commercial  growth.     However  they  ^  ^ 

only  give  us  the  hope  for  sufficient  housing  and  transit  B.4.2 

capacity.     Such  an  equation  is  not  acceptable.  D.3.1 

Yet,  despite  our  opposition,  we  feel  this  process  E.2 

E  6 

is  valuable.  With  changes  that  meaningfully  address  the 
concerns  we  are  raising,  we  would  hope  that  our  endorse- 
ment could  be  forthcoming.  S-"* 

The  Coalition's  desire  for  San  Francisco  of  the  year 
200(j  is  a  vital  city  with  the  kind  of  economic  and  social 
diversity  that  have  been  its  hallmark.     We  envision  a  city 
that  is  still  hospitable  to  families  and  offers  employ- 
ment opportunities  in  maritime,   light  industry,  and  has 
a  significant  support  service  sector.     We  envision  a  city 
that  has  made  significant  progress  in  solving  its  housing       f^  -^ 
and  transportation  problems  despite  continued  growth.  Z.I 

To  achieve  this  vision  is  to  reject  some  of  the 
underlying  assumptions  implicit  in  the  Downtown  Plan 
and  Draft  EIR.     Most  significantly  we  do  not  believe 
we  have  an  obligation  to  receive  whatever  commercial 
growth  is  imposed  by  the  private  sector.     In  addition 
we  believe  that  the  residents  of  San  Francisco  have  an 
inherent  right  to  livibility  and  that  this  right  is  more 
significant  than  the  developers'  rights  to  profits. 

The  next  16  years  of  downtown  commercial  growth  A.I 
present  a  threat  to  this  city  unparalleled  since  the  ^'"^ 

freeway  development  crisis  of  the  1960's.     The  residents 
rose  up  to  stop  the  insanity  of  freeways  through  Golden 
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Gate  Park  and  many  of  their  neighborhoods.     The  environ- 
mental impacts  of  the  Downtown  Plan,  as  it  is  presently- 
conceived,  constitutes  just  as  serious  a  threat  and  must  A.I 
be  similarly  rejected. 

The  Draft  EIR  concedes  severe  adverse  environmental 
consequences  from  projected  downtown  development.  However 
the  situation  appears  to  be  much  more  alarming.     We  believe 
that  the  downtown  growth  rate  is  understated  and  that  the 
liklihood  of  sufficient  housing  and  transit  accomodations 
are  overstated.     For  example,   the  Plan  assumes  an  annual 
growth  rate  within  C-3  of  1.5  million  sq.ft.   for  the  next 
six  years,   reducing  to  an  annual  rate  of  840,000  sq.  ft. 
for  the  following  decade,  an  average  of  approximately 
1.2  million  sq.   ft.   for  the  next  sixteen  years.  How 
comfortable  is  such  a  projection  for  it  suggests  a 
decrease  in  the  rate  of  growth.     We  believe  that  these 
projections  understate  the  current  commitments  made  by 
the  Commission,  and  moreso,  the  number  of  project  ■.- 
applications  currently  under  review  by  the  Planning 
Department.     The  Draft  EIR's  projections  assume  a  B.1.1 

substantial,  almost  immediate  fall-off  in  proposed  B.I. 2 

D.  3. 1 

applications  once  the  Downtown  Plan  is  approved.  0*3*3  3 

We  believe  that  the  projections  of  downtown  E.2.1 

E.  2.1.2 

commercial  growth  contained  in  the  Downtown  Plan  and 

Draft  EIR  are  based  upon  wishful  thinking.     We  request 

that  the  documentation  for  projected  growth  both  within 

and  outside  the  C-3  District  be  updated  and  furnished 

the  public.  6.1.1 

8.1. 2 

Because  of  these  uncertainties  we  don't  believe  that 
it  is  fair  to  ask  the  public  to  place  reliance  on  the 
assumptions  that  somehow  sufficient  transit  and  housing 
will  materialize.     In  your  future  deliberations  you 
should  be  considering  housing  and  transit  commitments , 
not  hopeful  plans,   particularly  as  the  lead  times  in 
adding  transit  capacity  are  as  long  or  longer  than  for 
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next  few  years.     Waiting  five  years  will  be  too  late.  P.2 

This  suggested  approach  is  preferable  to  fixed 
annual  limits  for  it  allows  expanded  commercial  develop- 
ment if  sufficient  supporting  infrastructure  and  adequate 
mitigation  measures  are  implemented.     This  approach  would 
restrict  such  development-  and  minimize  the  adverse  impacts 
on  our  residents-  if  they  are  not.     Such  an  approach  has 
the  further  advantage  of  securing  the  political  commitment 
of  the  development  community  to  securing  sufficient  housing 
and  transit  capacity.     The  self-interested  support  of  that 
community  could  be  a  powerful  force  in  making  sure  that 
necessary  mitigation  measures  are  realized.     We  fear  that 
any  other  approach,   save  fixed  low  annual  limits,  spells  p.i 
disaster  for  residents  of  what  is  a  wonderful  city-  a 

P.2.* 

wonderful  place  to  live. 

Please  help  us  keep  it  this  way. 
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119  38th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94121 

April  26,  1984 


Mr.  Toby  Rosenblatt,  President 
San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission 
450  McAlister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  Mr.  Rosenblatt* 

I  reject  the  goal  of  the  Downtown  Plan  that  San  Francisco 
should  be  a  financial  center  and  therefore  awash  with 
highrise  development.    There  exists  no  evidence  that  this 
goal  is  a  benefit  to  the  residents  of  San  Francisco.  The 
primary  goal  of  the  residents  of  San  Francisco  is  that 
the  city,  that  is  the  whole  city,  be  a  livable  city.  The 
goal  of  a  financial  center  saturated  with  highrise  buildings 
is  the  goal  of  wealth,  made  official  by  a  pliant  and  unac- 
countable bureaucracy. 

This  proposal,  if  accepted,  will  bring  us  more  commuters, 

more  packed-full  buses,  more  shadowed  and  wind-tunnel  like 

streets,  more  grid-locked  intersections,  more  air  pollution 

the  loss  of  affordable  housing  and  the  destruction  of  local 

bvisinesses  and  jobs.    This  is  not  what  we  want.  Clearly 

this  proposal  is  an  environmental  deficit  for  us  now  and 

for  all  future  residents  of  this  city.  A.I 

Z.1 

Yours  truly^ 
Jane  Nurre 
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morandum 


Terry  Roberts,  Manager 
State  Clearinghouse 
1400  Tenth  St. 
Sacramento,  CA.  95814 


BwtinMS  and  Trantportotien  Ag«fKy 


Dot*:  26  April,  1984 

Fil«  :  SF-GEN 

SCH  #84032003 
SF000052 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION    -  4 

Environmental  Analysis  Branch 

DEIR  -  San  Francisco  Downtown  Plan 

Caltrans  has  reviewed  the  above-referenced  document  and  forwards  the  following 
comments : 

1.    The  DEIR  does  not  address  the  impacts  of  two  major  Caltrans    projects:  (1) 
the  approved  expansion  of  the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal,  and  (2)  the  relocation 
of  the  Peninsula  Commute  Terminal  (PCT)  from  Fourth  and  Townsend  Streets  to  a 
site  adjacent  to  the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal.    Both  these  projects  are  expected 
to  be  completed  by  the  year  1990. 


The  PCT  relocation  will  bring  the  majority  of  San  Francisco-bound  commuters 
within  walking  distance  of  their  destination,  and  will  provide  them  convenient 
interface  with  other  Bay  Area  Transit  lines.  ^2  q 

With  our  five-year  improvement  program,  we  expect  the  peninsula  commute  daily 

ridership  to  increase  from  the  present  16,000  passengers  to  20,000  passengers 

by  the  year  1990.    This  increase  in  ridership  will  require  an  additional  E.2.6 

seven  trains,  making  a  total  of  30  trains  by  the  year  1990.    We  expect  to  run  a 

total  of  50  trains  in  each  direction  to  carry  an  expected  daily  ridership  of 

100,000  passengers  by  the  year  2000. 

2.  Regarding  page  I.E. 6,  second  paragraph: 

The  discussion  of  the  transportation  demand  increase  in  the  Peninsula  Corridor 
mentions  the  proposed  BART  extension  to  the  San  Francisco  Airport  as  a  mitiga- 
tion measure.    However,  Caltrain    Peninsula  Commute  Service  extension  has  not 
been  mentioned  here  even  though  it  has  been  included  in  the  Mitigations  section 
(V)  of  the  DEIR.    To  maintain  consistency  in  tbe  DEIR,  Caltrain  Peninsula  Cora-  E.2.6 
mute  Service  extension  should  be  included  as  a  mitigation  measure  in  paragraph  E.2.1 
I.E. 6  also. 

3.  Regarding  Page  IV.B.22: 

The  DEIR  should  expand  upon  the  implications  of  rezoning  publicly  owned  parcels 
in  public  use  to  P  (Public)  and  the  restrictions  that  such  rezoning  might  have 
on  potential  positive  changes  in  land  use. 

4.  Regarding  Page  IV. E. 9: 

The  DEIR  should  mention  that  Caltrain  has  excess  capacity  at  the  present  time. 

This  capacity  can  be  increasec  simply  by  adding  more  cars  to  each  train  when  E.2.7.1 

the  ridership  demand  warrants  in  the  future. 
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5.  Regarding  Page  IV.E.21: 

The  DEIR  assumes  no  physical  changes  beyond  a  5-year  plan.    This  means  that  the 

Cal train  extension  is  not  assumed  in  the  demand  analysis.     It  should  also  mean  E»2.1 

that  no  BART  extensions  are  assumed. 

6.  Regarding  Page  IV.E.26: 

The  DEIR  should  reflect  the  recent  actions  by  the  San  Francisco  Board  of 

Supervisors  opposing  the  BART  extension  to  the  Airport  and  supporting  the  Pen-  E.2.1 

insula  Commute  Service  extension. 

7.  Regarding  Page  IV.H.12: 

The  name  "Transbay  Bus  Terminal"  should  be  changed  to  "Transbay  Transit  Terminal." 

All  references  in  the  DEIR  to  the  terminal  should  use  its  correct  name.  E,6.2.3 

8.  Regarding  Pages  V.E.I 3  and  14: 

The  DEIR  implies  that  Golden  Gate  Transit  operates  only  on  streets  adjacent  to 

the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal.    This  is  incorrect  as  Golden  Gate  Transit  oper-  E.6.2.3 

ates  also  on  the  bus  deck  inside  the  terminal. 

Current  commute  bus  operations  at  the  terminal  include  AC  Transit,  Golden  Gate 
Transit,  Guiton  and  Greyhound  on  the  elevated  bus  deck,  and  Sam  Trans  and  SF 
Muni  in  front  of  the  terminal  building  but  off  city  streets.    The  DEIR  indicates 
that  only  AC  Transit  is  within  the  terminal  and  Golden  Gate  Transit  and  Sam 
Trans  operate  on  adjacent  streets. 

9.  Regarding  Page  V.E.14  (Measure  16)  and  Page  V.E.26  (Measure  43): 

In  addition  to  a  pedestrian  bridge  over  Mission  Street,  the  project  to  improve 

and  expand  the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal  now  includes  a  pedestrian  bridge  over 

Fremont  Street  immediately  northeast  of  the  Terminal  building.    The  Fremont 

Street  pedestrian  bridge  was  added  to  the  project  at  the  request  of  the  City  E.6.6 

staff. 

10.  Regarding  Page  V.E.14  (Measure  17): 

The  proposal  to  use  Market  Street  for  curbside  loading  of  regional  bus  carriers 
should  consider  the  impact  on  the  carrier's  travel  time  to  downtown  (Transbay 
Transit  Terminal)  and  the  impact  on  downtown  traffic  operations.    Rerouting  Sam 
Trans  and  Golden  Gate  service  to  Market  Street  would  appear  to  be  contrary  to  the 
Plan's  intent  to  consolidate  commute  bus  operations  within  the  Transbay  Transit 
Terminal,  and  would  hinder  the  objective  to  make  transfers  between  local  and  E.6.2.3 
regional  transit  systems  convenient. 

11.  Regarding  Page  V.E.I 5  (Measure  19); 

The  benefits  of  continuing  and  improving  transit  -  only  lanes  on  streets  serving 
the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal  should  be  discussed.     In  particular,  the  impact  on 
peninsula  regional  bus  service  of  enhancing  transit  travel  on  Second  Street  be- 
tween Berry  and  Mission  Streets  should  be  addressed. 

E.6.2.4 

12.  Regarding  Page  V.E.24  (Measure  37): 

The  proposal  to  encourage  the  carrying  of  bicycles  on  regional  transit  lines 

should  consider  the  negative  impact  of  moving  bicycles  within  the  congested  pe-  E.6.5 

destrian  areas  of  the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal. 
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This  section  should  also  include  a  discussion  of  Caltrans'  administration  of  an 
active  bicycle  storage  locker  program  and  installation  of  lockers  at  Caltrain 
stations  and  regional  park  and  ride  lots. 

We  look  forward  to  reviewing  the  FEIR.  Please  send  it  to: 


Please  call  Ray  Duggal  at  (415)  557-3394  if  you  have  any  questions  regarding 
these  comments. 


MARA  MELANDRY 
District  CEQA  Coordinator 

RKD:inem 

cc:  F.D.  Husum  (DOTP) 

RHJ,  CLS,  FCT,  GHC,  FAB,  RWC,  WBC,  MM,  RKD,  TCS ,  Chron,  File 


Mara  Melandry 

District  CEQA  Coordinator 

Caltrans  District  4 

P.O.  Box  7310 

San  Francisco,  CA.  94120 
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2572  California  Streeet 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

City  Planning  Commissioners 
City  Hall 

San  Franciaco,  CA  94102 
Dear  Commissioners: 


I  am  writing  to  express  my  deep  dismay  rega     ing  thei  recently 
released  Downtown  Plan  Environmental  Impact  Report.     My  dissat- 
isfaction with  the  document  spans  three  fronts:     the  inaccessabili ty 
of  the  document,  scope  of  the  area  studied  and  faulty  infor- 
mation contained  in  it. 

As  regards  the  inaccessabili ty  to  the  public  of  both  the  EIR  and 
the  plan,  I  must  say  that  I  was  most  annoyed  when  I  first  went  to 
the  City  Planning  Dept,  to  pick  uf^  copy  of  the  Downtown  Plan 
summary  and  discovered  that  I  had  to  sign  a  list  before  I  could 
obtain  a  copy.     Expressing  doubts  over  this  procedure,   (it  is 
public  information  isn't  it?)   I  was  told  that  this  was  done  so 
that  interested  parties  could  be  notified  of  future  hearings  and 
documents  (namely  the  EIR) .     Needless  to  say,  I  was  never  in- 
formed of  the  hearings  nor  the  release  of  the  EIR.     After  a  friend 
told  me  of  the  release  of  the  EIR,  I  called  the  City  Planning  Dept, 
to  request  a  copy  and  was  told  that  there  weren't  any  available. 
It  took  three  more  calls  to  discover  that  a  copy  might  be  avail- 
able at  the  Library.     Fortunately  there  was  a  copy  there,  but 
there  were  two  people  ahead  of  me  waiting  to  see  it,  so  I  had  to  ^ 
wait  almost  2  hours. 


Once  I  had  an  opportunity  to  examine  it,  I  discovered  that  the 

scope  of  the  EIR  is  surprisingly  limited;  to  study  only  the  area 

in  question  (  Van  Ness  to  Washington  St  to  the  waterfront  to  Folsom) 

is  shortsighted  at  best.     Millions  of  square  feet  of  new  office  space 

will  provide  jobs  for  thousands  of  workers,  only  a  fraction  of  whom 

live  in  San  Francisco,    Where  will  these  workers  live?    How  will  they  q 2*7 

be  transported  to  their  new  offices?    What  affect  will  this  plan  03*2*3 

have  on  Oakland,  San  Rafael  and  Concord, not  to  mention  San  Fran-  ^  * 

Cisco, 's  own  neighborhoods?    The  EiR  never  addresses  these  ques-  *" 

tions  in  more  than  a  cursory  manner,  which  hardly  becomes  a  plan  of  ^^'2 

this  magnitude.  "'^ 

Finally,  I  wonder  if  MUNI  assisted  in  making  the  tranportation  cal- 
culations.    Although  I  am  only  a  sporadic  MUNI  rider,  I  find  it  hard 
to  believe  that  the  maximum  number  of  people  standing  on  a  MUNI 
bus,  at  rush  hour  is  only  17.     To  validate  this  point,  I  have 
attached  a  survey  of  the  number  of    people  standing  on  various 
bus  lines,  primarily  though  not  exclusively,  at  rush  hour.  E.2.2 

It  is  my  hope  that  you,  as  Commissioners  charged  with  the  planning  the 
City  of  San  Francisco,  reject  the  Downtown  Plan  because  of  the  in- 
adequacies  of  the  EIR. 

Sincerely  yours, 
"flargie  O'Driscoll 
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SAH  FRANCISCO  '  '        -  '  ^ 

BAl]  CHAPTER 
SIERRA  CLUB 


6014  COLLEGE  AVENUE  /  OAKLAND,  CALIFORNIA  94618  /  (415)658-7470 


EAST  BAY  SHORELINE  PARK  TASK  FORCE 


Planning  Commission 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  California 


To  the  Planning  Commissioners: 

RE;     Testimony  on  the  San  Francisco  Downtwon  Plan 


I  am  Chair  of  the  Sierra  Club' s  Task  Force  on  the  East  Bay 
Shoreline.     I  work  in,  San  Francisco  and  live  in  El  Cerrito.  Thus, 
I  am  greatly  affected  and  have  a  strong  interest  in  the  San  Francisco 
Downtown  Plan.     I  offer  the  following  testimony. 


Z.1 

DEMAND  FOR  REGIONAL  PLANNING  AND  RESPONSIBILITY 
I.     Regional  Impacts  Are  Extremely  Severe,   but  Inadequately  Analyzed. 
From  the  perspective  of  the  East  Bay  I  offer  the  following: 

B.I. 2 

A.  Even  under  the  incredibly  low  growth  rates  assumed  in  the  EIR.  B.2 
there  would  be  a  $1^  increase  in  03  district  workers  who  live  in  D.2.3 
the  EastBay  by  the  year  2000.  D.2.6 

D.3.2 

B.  The  EIR  assumes  a  very  optimistic  8S%  increase  in  East  Bay  bound 
BART  capacity  (1981-2000).     But  ridership  increase  out  of  C3  alone 
is  89%,     Every  last  bit  of  new  capacity  is  used  up  (and  then  some!) 
by  San  Francisco' s  growth,  b.2    8.2. 1    E.2.3  D.3.2 

But  what  about  growth  in  Oakland,   Berkeley,   and  other  areas  in  the 
East  Bay.  What  will  be  the  impact  of  that  growth  on  BART?     The  EIR 
claims  all  the  growth  in  BART's  regional  capacity    belongs  to 
San  Francisco!  ^  2   8.2.1  E.2.3  D.3.2 

Any  analysis  must  include  other  growth  in  its  conditions  and  must 
include  the  cost  of  transit  expansion  which  is  nowheere  mentioned. 

E.1.4.1 

E.2.1.2 

E.2.3 

E.2.7.4 

E.6 
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C.     The  same  situation  pertains  to  freeways.     Growth  along  1-80 

1-101  along  the  Peninsula  and  in  Marin  is  not  taken  into  account. 
Again,   San  Francisco  claims  regional  transportation  corridors 
for  itself.     Of  course,   theEIR  never  looked  at  impacts  on  freeways 
outside  San  Francisco.     It  onld  did  a  p.m.  peak  analysis,  even 
though  a.m.  peak  conditions  are  most  severe  at  locations  outside 

^^^y-  E.1.3  E.3.1 

Moreover,    the  p.m.  analysis  is  deficient  as  well.     The  philosophy 

seems  to  be  that  the  impacts  stop  at  the  San  Francisco  City 

limits.  B •  - 

E.3.1 

1-80  is  already  jammed  every  day  from  i-6p.m,  in  the  East  Bay, 
but  that  isn't  mentioned.     Nor  are  the  impacts  of  future  downtwon 
San  Francisco  growth  on  this  highway  discussed. 

E.3.1 


II .  There  Is  a  Need  for  a  Better  Regional  Analysis 

A.  The  EIR  must  include  the  impacts  of  other  regional  growth  when 
looking  at  impacts  of  San  Francisco  grov/th  on  the  region. 

San  Francisco  can  no  longer  get  away  with  claiming  all  regional  N.3 
transit  capacity  and  transportation  corridors  as  its  o\m, 

B.2.1     B.2.2     E.2     E.I. 1.2     E.1.5    E.I. 7  E.3.1 

The  analysis  must  look  at   (1)   Conditions  today       in  San  Francisco 
and  on  regional  Corridors;    (2)   Future  conditions  with  regional 
growth  and  no  new  downtown  San  Farncisco  growth;    (3)  Future 
conditions  with  regional  and  San  Francisco  growth.      E.4.3     1.3  N.3 

B.2     D.3.2     E.I.  1.2     E.1.5  E.2 
In  other  words,    CEQA  mandates  a  cumulative  analysis! 

E.2.1.3     E.2.3    E.3.1     P.3  S.2 

B.  The  EIR  should  concretely  describe  the  delays     to  be  expected  on 
transportation  corridors,    i.e.,   how  much  increased  commute  time 
into  San  Francisco  and  out  of  San  Francisco,   and  what  this  commute 
time  will  be  on  average  days,   light  trafficked  days  and  heavy  days. 

E.1.4.2   E.2.2.3  E.3.1 

C.  The  EIR  should  show  the  costs  of  the  necessary  and  assumed  improvement 
For  example,   how  much  additional  cost  will  there  be  for  88^  increase 
in  BART  capacity,   for  HOV  lane  projected  on  1-80  and  1-580? 

E.1.4.1     E.2. 1.2     E.2.7  E.3.3 

III.  Most  Important:     The  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  Must 
Take  Up  Its  Regional  Responsibilities 

A.  People  in  the  East  Bay  do  not  want  to  pay  for  San  Francisco's  B.2 
housing,   tranist,   transportatation  and  pollution  problems  when  E.1.4.1 
they  are  foisted  on  us  without  any  regard  or  concern  from  San      E.2. 1.2 
Francisco.     We  do  not  want  San  Francisco's  problems  exported  to  e,2.7 
^s.  D.2.5  E.3 

D.3.2  D.2.3 

B.  Just  as  ABAC  wansts  each  City  to  build  its  "fair  shore"  of  D.3.3 
housing,  each  city  mustlearn  to  impose  its  fair  share  of  growth  D.5.2 
control  to  learn  to  live  within  the  region's  limits  and,'. its  F.1.2 
carrying  capacity.  12 

N.3 
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C,     We  call  for  San  Francisco  to  r equiredeveloper s  to  pay  for  regional 
transit  impacts,  not  just  MUni  impacts.  E.2.1 

E.2.7.4 

D,       We  call  for  San  Francisco  to  impose  an  annual  limits  on  growth. 
Even  with  growth  projected  in  the  EIR   (84.0,  000  square  feet  of 
office  capacity  per  year  for  1990-2000),   the  impacts  are 
tremendous  and  adverse  to  the  City  and  region.     San  Francisco 
should  impose  an  annual  limit  of  at  the  most  8^.0,  000  square 
feet  a  year  as  is  laid  out  in  the  EIR.  E.6.1 

P.I 


Submitted  by  Norman  La  Force   

Chair, 


802  Balra  Drive 

El  Cerrito,   California  9^530 
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Joel  ventresca  ^P/?  2  7  iq-,  . 

Haight  Ashbiiry  Neighborhood  Council  ctry  '^04 

Testimony  before  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  on  the  ^^''niajq 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  on  the  Downtown  Plan 

April  26,  1984 


My  name  is  Joel  Ventresca  of  202  Grattan  Street,  San  Francisco,  California 

94117.  I  am  a  Past  President  of  a  neighborhood  association  and  have  been 

a  resident  of  the  Haight  Ashbury  neighborhood  for  the  past  13  years.  Z.1 


Overview 

The  city's  urban  programs  and  development  policies  have  been  assaulting 
low-income  and  moderate-income  neighborhoods  for  twenty  years  and  work- 
ing with  pro-growth  business  interests  to  displace  and  gentrify  a  large  B  4  2 
part  of  the  city's  population.                                                                                 q  ^ 

Two  neighborhoods,  in  this  process,  were  literally  demolished  and  looked 
like  bombed  out  blocks  that  existed  in  European  cities  after  World  War 
II. 


The  city's  policies  and  programs  have  hastened  market  forces  that 
encouraged  displacement  and  gentrif ication. 


B.4.2 
Z.1 

B.4.2 


San  Francisco  has  experienced  an  unprecedented  boom  in  downtown  office 
building  construction  and  expansion  of  hospitals  and  other  service 
institutions.  The  acreage  occupied  by  hospitals  quadrupled  from  46  to  166  ac- 
res in  a  six  year  period.  Between  1965  and  1983  office  building  con- 
struction grew  36  million  square  feet,  that  is  70  highrises,  by  the 
end  of  the  century  another  24  million  square  feet  can  be  added  under 
this  plan.  This  plan  promises  that  growth  can  follow  a  pattern  similiar  B.1.1 
to  the  trend  since  1965.  B.4.2 

As  a  result,  the  labor  market  and  demographic  composition  of  the  city 
is  being  radically  reshaped. 

Manhattanization ,  gentrif ication,  tour istif ication,  condo-f ication  are 
all  trends  "that  will  increase  with  this  plan.  Residential  units  will 
continue  to  be  converted  to  commercial  uses.  A  highly  competitive  housing 
market  will  become  more  competitive.  Displacement  of  existing  residents 
will  occur  with  this  plan.  All  of  these  trends  should  be  measured, 
identified,  and  explained  in  the  DEIR.  B.4.2 

D.3.1 

i  are  proceeding  with  a  policy  of  growth  at  any  cost.  Developers,  in- 
vestors, and  builders  will  win.  Existing  residents  lose.  An  urban  elite 
will  be  created  and  is  being  created  that  will  exclude  many  of  us  in 
this  room  from  our  existing  neighborhoods  and  from  the  city. 

B.4.2 
D.3.1 
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This  plan  is  discriminatory  toward  existing  residents. 
Impact  on  Neighborhoods 

How  has  downtown  development  impacted  upon  our  neighborhoods?  B.4.2 


The  city  is  like  a  calm  pool  of  water.  The  rock  of  downtown  development 
has  been  thrown  into  the  pool  of  water  creating  multiple  ripples 
throughout  the  city's  neighborhoods. 

Let's  look  at  just  a  few  examples  of  what  has  occurred. 


In  the  South  of  Market,  3,710  individuals,  250  families,  and  586  small 

businesses  were  displaced  for  the  Yerba  Buena  development.  B.4.2 


In  North  Beach,  100  upper-story  residential  units  recently  have  been 
converted  into  offices.  One  developer  paid  existing  tenants  $20,000 
a  piece  to  leave  a  building  in  order  to  convert  to  offices. 

In  the  Tenderloin,  four  huge  hotel  towers  have  or  will  go  up. 


In  Chinatown,  418  residential  hotel  rooms  have  been  lost  since  1980, 


Now,  let's  look  at  just  a  few  examples  of  what  will  occur. 


B.4.2 
B.4.2 


In  the  Western  Addition,  3,954  individuals,  3,178  families,  and  1,355 

small  businesses  were  displaced  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 

Agency.  Subsidized  housing  was  built,  but  the  resulting  units  could 

at  best  house  no  more  than  a  quarter  of  those  displaced,  leaving  the 

neighborhood  with  less  than  half  the  units  it  had  in  1950,  before 

renewal  began.  Less  than  25%  of  the  3,177  units  which  urban  renewal 

left  standing  in  the  Western  Addition  project  area  are  still  occupied 

by  blacks.  Seven  empty,  sandy  blocks  in  the  Western  Addition  have  Z.I 

lain  bare  for  almost  a  decade  since  the  neighborhood  was  bulldozed.  B.4.2 

In  the  Golden  Gateway,  188  individuals,  20  families,  and  522  small 

businesses  were  displaced  for  highrises.  B.4.2 

In  Hxinter's  Point,  401  individuals  and  766  families  were  displaced  for 
redevelopment.  B  4  2 


B.4.2 


In  the  Haight  Ashbury,  gentrif ication  is  occurring.  From  1970  to  1980 
blacks  reduced  their  share  of  the  Haight  population  from  33%  to  18%  as 
3,264  of  the  blacks  left,  according  to  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau.  B.4.2 


D.3.1 


In  the  South  of  Market  area,  three  large  developments  are  planned.  The  B.2.1 

$3  billion,  16  million  square  feet  of  commercial  space  Mission  Bay  Project  B.2.2. 
which  is  the  largest  private  development  in  the  city's  history.  The  $1 
billion,  5.4  million  gross  square  feet  Yerba  Buena  Project  which  includes 
several  highrises.  And  the  $265  million  downtown  stadium  which  would  be 
the  most  expensive  stadium  ever  built  in  the  United  States. 
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In  the  Tenderloin,  the  city  is  considering  a  reclassification  of  the 

zoning  that  would  increase  residential  densities,  doxible  height  limits, 

and  would  result  in  more  single-person  dwellings  while  discouraging 

the  production  of  family  housing.  The  city  also  wants  to  implement  a 

new  fire  code  section,  which  is  required  in  only  one  other  American 

city.  This  change  will  cost  smaller,  older  residential  hotels  in  the 

Tenderloin,  where  most  of  the  city's  low  cost  housing  is  provided,  N.2 

millions  of  dollars.  This  change  will  cause  higher  rents  and  increase  B.4.2 

displacement  of  existing  residents.  Y.2 

In  the  Golden  Gateway,  four  apartment  towers  with  1,196  apartments  which 
have  rents  ranging  from  $350  to  $1,200  per  unit  have  just  changed  owners 
increasing  the  possibility  of  higher  rents  and  condominium  conversions.  B.4.2 

On  Nob  Hill,  19  apartment  buildings  have  converted  350  apartraents  into 

executive  suites  for  short  term  rentals  to  business  people  and  tourists.  B.4.2 

There  are  other  ripples  on  the  pool  of  water  as  a  result  of  downtown 
development. 

The  port  has  been  undermined  by  building  highrises  up  to  the  waterfront 
which  cut  off  rail  and  truck  transportation  systems  needed  to  move  cargo 
in  and  out  of  the  area.  Thousands  of  blue  collar  jobs  have  been  destroyed.  E.3.2 

B.4.1 

Several  ethnic  minorities  have  been  pushed  out  of  the  city.  For  example, 

of  all  the  major  cities  in  the  United  States,  San  Francisco  is  the  only 

one  in  which  the  absolute  number  of  blacks  was  reduced  between  1970  and  D.I 

1980,  their  number  declined  10.1%.  B.4 

Families  have  fled.  The  population  of  children  in  San  Francisco,  those  g  ^ 

under  16  years  of  age,  declined  30%  in  10  years  between  1970  and  1980. 

D.3.1 

Housing  costs  will  become  more  and  more  competitive  and  more  and  more 

San  Franciscans  will  not  be  able  to  pay  the  price.  Housing  costs  in 

San  Francisco,  according  to  some  studies,  are  the  highest  in  the  nation. 

Housing  production  is  extremely  low  to  increase  the  competition  and 

force         more  and  more  San  Franciscans  out  of  the  city.  In  1981  only 

492  housing  units  were  added  to  the  housing  stock  of  tlie  city.  In  1982  B.4.2 

547  housing  units  were  added  to  the  housing  stock  of  the  city. 

D.2.2 
D.3.1 


Displacement 

What  will  be  the  demographic  characteristics  of  the  future  residents  of 
the  city?  Who  will  live  in  the  neighborhoods  of  San  Francisco  in  the 
year  1990  and  2000? 


D.I 


This  question  needs  to  be  addressed  in  the  DEIR.  The  1960,  1970,  and 

1980  U.S.  Census  data  should  be  included  and  projections  made  for 

1990  and  2000.  Demographic  characteristics  of  the  city's  residents  D.I 

for  1960,  1970,  1980,  1990,  and  2000  should  be  included  in  the  DEIR. 

What  has  been  the  trends  and  changes  since  the  downtown  development 

boom  of  the  1960s? 
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What  will  be  the  race/ethnicity,  tenure  (number  of  owners  and  renters) ,  p  ^ 

household  composition/  and  household  income  of  the  city's  residents 
in  1990  and  2000? 

The  degree  of  displacement,  that  will  occxir  as  a  result  of  this  plan,  B.4.2 
needs  to  be  measured,  identified,  and  explained  in  the  DEIR. 

The  DEIR    admits  on  page  IV.D.79,  "there  co\ild  be  effects  on  the  mix 
and  types  of  residents  in  San  Francisco"  if  the  Downtown  Plan  is 

implemented.  But  no  where  else  in  the  report  do  we  find  out  who  will  D.I 

be  able  to  live  in  the  city  or  who  will  actually  live  here  in  1990  and  D.3.1 
2000  if  the  plan  is  implemented. 

The  DEIR  ignores  the  resulting  displacement  of  existing  residents  if 

the  Downtown  Plan  is  implemented.  Low,  moderate,  and  middle  income 

families  will  be  displaced. The  report  does  not  even  use  the  word  B.4.2 

"displacement"  once.  D.3.1 

There  will  be  displacement  and  the  public  has  a  right  to  know  the 
degree  of  displacement  if  this  Downtown  Plan  is  implemented.  This 
information  should  be  included  in  the  DEIR. 

We  are  in  the  midst  of  great  change  in  the  demographics  of  the  city. 

One  quarter  of  the  city's  residents  in  1975  no  longer  lived  in  San 

Francisco  five  years  later  in  1980,  according  to  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau. 

In  otherwords,  one  quarter  of  the  city's  residents  in  1980  did  not  live 

here  in  1975.  Significant  demographic  changes  are  occurring  in  the 

city  and  the  public  has  a  right  to  know  what  they  are  and  this  information  D.I 

should  be  included  in  the  DEIR. 

Alternatives 

Two  alternatives  should  be  examined  in  the  DEIR  that  are  not  currently 
included  in  the  DEIR. 

The  no  growth  alternative  should  be  examined.  That  is  no  growth  for 
downtown  office,  retail,  and  hotel  space.  If  we  froze  downtown  develop- 
ment, while  absorbing  what  has  alreadly  been  approved,  it  would  give  the 
city  time  to  cope  with  all  the  problems  that  have  been  generated  by  down- 
town  development  for  the  past  twenty  years. 

A  real  slow  growth  alternative  below  the  scenarios  presented  as  alterna- 
tives in  the  DEIR  should  be  examined.  This  slow  growth  alternative  would         q  2 
restrict  height,  bulk,  density,  and  location  of  highrise  buildings  in 
San  Francisco. 

Conclusion 

If  the  medicine  prescribed  is  more  downtown  growth  at  the  same  rate  of 
the  last  16  years  for  the  next  16  years,  as  offered  by  this  plan  and 
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DEIR/  the  patient  I  believe  will  become  sicker. 

We  have  to  came  to  terms  with  the  idea  that  if  the  medicine  isn't  work- 
ing, it  is  time  to  stop  taking  the  medicine. 

We  need  to  deal  with  the  problems  that  currently  exist  as  a  result 
of  unlimited  downtown  growth  for  16  years.  We  do  not  need  to  worsen 
our  urban  difficulties  by  allowing  the  rate  of  downtown  development 
to  continue  at  the  same  rate. 
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Department  of  City  Planning 

450  McAllister  St. 

3an  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Re:    The  Downtown  Plan  and  3IH 

Dear  Sir  or  Madam: 

The  Plan  allows  excessive  office  growth — 22  million  square 

feet  downtown  in  the  next  16  years.     It  does  not  deal  with 

the  street  conf^estion  and  transit  crowding  that  will  result 

if  money  is  not  available  for  massive  new  transportation  _ 

projects.    It's  unlikely  that  money  will  be  available  in 

anywhere  near  the  amounts  needed.  ' 

E.O 

rt'hile  this  *^^,rowth  may  be  helpful  to  a  few  San  jTranciscans, 

the  bulk  of  the  residents,  voters,  and  others  who  already 

work  here  will  be  worse  off  with  more  Manhattanization  2.I 

of  the  City. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Lawrence  Ksixwell 
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,r^.^  FRANCISCANS  -OR  REASONABLE  GROWTH 

i)  nnGT  STRCOT,  ROOM  GOO  '  SAN  FRA^jC^£CO,  CALIfORPjlA  04105  *  TrLCPHONC;  566  705O 


San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission 
Room  282  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,   Ca.  May  3,  1984 


RE:  Comments  on  Downtown  Plan  DEIR  (EE81.3) 

Seismic  Safety  and  Related  Matters 


Honorable  Commissioners: 

Attached,   please  find  formal  comments  on  this  critical  Z.1 
document . 

I  believe  this  to  be  the  most  important  testimony  I  have 
ever  prepared  in  my  10+  year  involvement  with  public  plann  ng  Z.1 
issues . 

This  testim.ony,   at  a  minimum,   presents  the  gravest  possible 
challenge  to  the  adequacy  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  its  DEIR. 

But  the  implications  of  the  information  on  earthquake 
dangers  it  contains  in  addition  to  that  in  the  DEIR  also 
hold     grave  consequences,    not  just  for  the  safety  of  thousands 
of  human  beings  -  if  that  is  not  enough  -  but  also  for 
massive     civil  liability  for  the  City  and  possibly  individual 
officials . 

I  urge  you  to  refer  this  testim.ony  not  just  to  your 
*    EIR  legal  counsel,   but  to  the  City  Attorney  as  well  who  should 
evaluate  its  liability  implications. 

Wit'T  t  is  information,   you  have  been  forewarned,   anU  all 
subsequent  actions  will        viewed  on  whether  you  have  observed 
adequate  prudence  in  acting  upon  this        ^  oiher  i"~  "onr.ation 
recdrding  earthquake  dangers. 

At  a  minimum,   SFRG  believes  the  present  downtown  "moratorium" 
must  be  extenced  as  long  as  necessary  until  .?.ll  m^ajor  miLigtion 
measures  regrading  seism.ic  safety  are  fu_ly  impl.^niunted .  K.6 

Sincerely,  . 
John  Elberlmg 


Z.1 

K.4 
K.8 

K.8 
K.8 
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SEISMIC  SAFETY  IV. K. 1-18;   V.K.1-4;   VI. 1-2 

What  the  Downtown  Plan  SIP.  Admits 

This  section  presents  perhaps  the  most  powerful  findings  of 
the  DTPDEIR. 

"...  another  great  earthquake  can  occur  ...  in  the  next 
several  decades"  (  equal  to  the  8.3  Richter  Scale  magnitude  of 
the  1906  San  Francisco  earthquake).  "Several  small  and  moderate 
earthquakes  ...  may  also  be  expected  to  affect  downtown." 

"'B' -rated  (violent)  groundshaking  would  occur  ...  in  the 
eastern  third  of  Subarea  1  and  the  northeaster  third  of  Subarea 
2."  (the  location  of  the  original  Yerba  Buena  Cove,  now  filled 
land  and  the  site  of  the  City's  Financial  District  and  the 
Downtown  Plan's  proposed  expansion  zone).  "'Violent' 
groundshaking  would  cause  general  collapse  of  moderately  strong 
brick  and  frame  buildings,  serious  cracking  of  stronger 
buildings,  ...  lateral  displacement  of  streets,  ...  and  ground 
fissuring.  Properly  founded  steel-framed  buildings  ...  would 
suffer  the  least  damage  ..."  "'Very  strong'  (C)  groundshaking 
would  occur  in  all  of  Subarea  4  ..."  (Civic  Center).  The  central 
parts  of  Subareas  1  and  2,  -which  would  also  receive  very  strong 
groundshaking,  are  underlain  by  unconsolidated  sands  and  clays." 

"It  should  be  noted  that,  in  an  earthquake  of  the  magnitude 
of  the  1906  earthquake,  'virtually  every  building  [in  San 
Francisco]  would  be  expected  to  have  some  damage  visible  to  a 
trained  observer'.  In  addition,  groundshaking  resulting  from 
large  or  moderate  (Richter  magnitude  5.5-8.5)  earthquakes  in  the 
vicinity  cf  the  City  could  topple  unattached  interior  objects, 
such  as  bookcases  and  furniture,  and  break  or  dislodge  some 
windows,  exterior  panels,  or  cornices.  Toppling  interior  objects 
could  injure  workers  inside  existing  buildings;  falling  windows 
and  facade  material  would  be  a  hazard  to  pedestrians  and 
vehicular  traffic." 

"All  but  the  westernmost  edge  of  Subareas  1  and  2  are  mapped 
as  susceptible  to  liquefaction  and  subsidence."  "If  liquefaction 
or  rapid  subsidence  were  to  occur  downtown,  buildings  could 
settle  and  crack,  and  water  mains,  pipes,  and  underground 
utilities  cou'ld  breaV,  leaving  portions  of  t:he  affected  area 
without  water,  power,  or  telephone  services.  Elevarors  could  be 
made  inoperable  because  of  loss  of  '^ower  or  damage  to  the 
el.vator  system.  Local  streets  could  buckle  or  crac-<  from  lateral 
landslidir.g  that  micht  accompany  liquifaction  or  rapid 
subsidence .  " 

"Subsidence  and  liquifaction  resulting  from  seismic  shaking, 
i:s  well  as  the  shaking  itself,  would  also  affect  ...  highways, 
bridges,  utilities,  and  piers.  Some  roads  ...  may  become 
impassable  ...  In  the  event  of  a  19C6-magnituce  earthquake,  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Bridge  is  projected  to  be  closed  for  over  three 
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days   "     (de  to)   "possible  failure  of  the     elevated  approach 

structures  in  San  Francisco.  The  Golden  Gate  Bridge  would  also  be 
closed  because  of  impassable  approaches.  The  downtown  freeway 
system  . . .  would  also  be  closed  for  over  three  days  because  of 
ground  failure." 


Z.I 


"Communication     systems  within  San  Francisco  would  be  at  or 
under  25%  of  full  system  effectiveness  for  over  three  days     after         ^  i 
major  earthqu.ike  ..." 

"San    Francisco    maintains  an  Office  of     Emergency  Services 
^casualty  care)   "are  expected  to  be  on  duty  within  three  to  twelve 
hours     after  an  earthquake,     though  some  of  these  people  would  be 
anable      to    get     to    their    posts     because     of      disruption  of 
transportation  facilities  and  injuries." 

"The  City  has  no  general  policy  or  plans  to  evacuate  people 
Erom  downtown  to  other  areas  during  and  earthquake  ..."  (except) 
"...  residents  of  the  Tenderloin  ...  and  Chinatown  ..."  Z.1 

"The  time  of  day  of  an  earthquake  could  greatly  affect  the 
humber  of  casualties  downtown  by  affecting  the  number  of  people 
^Ln  downtown,  and  the  number  of  people  outdoors  who  could  be 
struck  by  falling  glass  and  debris."  "The  ratio"  (of  deaths)  "for 
:ongested  areas  such  as  downtown  San  Francisco  is  estimated  at 
ibout  SCO  people  per  100,000"  (for  an  earthquake  of  Richter 
nagnitude  8+  at  2:30  PM) .  This  is  equvilent  to  a  death  toll  now 
5f  more  than  1,500  people  downtown  with  the  present  daytime 
oopulation  of  300,000  or  more.  "The  primary  cause  for  the 
projected  higherf atality  rate  in  downtown  during  working  hours 
ire  falling  parapets ,  glass ,  and  cladding ,  , the  concentration  of 
)eople  on  the  streets  and  sidewalks ,  the  potential  for  damage  or 
:ollapse  of  older  structures ,  and  the  inability  of  medical  te.i.Tts 
.o^  reach  parts  of  the  area  because  of  fallen  glass  and  debr  i  s "  2.1 
^em.phasis  added). 

I         " Taller     buildings  would  pose  greater  seismic     hazards  than 
.ower    builcincs  of  similar  cesian  and  construct icn ,     because  of 


freater  swaying  motion  and  surface  material  avai lable  for  Z.I 
iisplacement "   (emphasis  added). 

\         "...  it  should  be  noted  that  the  sole  reliance  building 

rodes,  without  judgement  [for  estimating  of  car-.age],  will  lead  to 
;rroneous  results,  normally  underestimating  casualties  and  collar 

osses    Surprises     have  occurred  in     every     destr-jct ive 

•arthcua.'-.e  (citing     a  federal     agency     report     of  1972). 

?esponses  of  buildings  designe':"'  to  San  F ranci sco '  s  Bulding  Code 
tandarcs     to     an  ear^ihauake  of  maanifjde  £.C   or  creazer     on     the  Z.l 


.ichzer  Scale  is  not  kr.own"    (emDhc;j_3  accec} 


The  new  Uniform  Building  Code 
oard  of  Supervisors  in  Decem.ber  of 
mendments:  "revising  the  m.ethod 
azeral  forces  to  more  closely  fit 
r  periods,     of  certc-.in  types  of  bu 


adopted  by  the  San  Francisco 
1983  did  not  include  several 
for  calculating  earthquake 
the  shaking  characteristics, 
Idings  than  methods  presented 
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in  the  UBC,  strengthening  requirements  for  corner  column  design, 
•ndding  restrictions  to  reinf  orced-concrete  frame  buildings, 
e»n£if.lG^£na  the  impact  o£  cladding/  if  any,  on  modelling  seismic 
^j.if Qty  of  "buildings,  and  other  technical  revisions"  (er-.phasis 
added } . 

The  City  Bulding  Code  is  designed  to  confine  earthquake 
damage  in  a  major  earthquake  (Richter  7.0  to  8.3)  that  still 
"allows  for  design  and  construction  of  buildings  from  which 
considerable  amounts  of  cladding  and  glass  could  fall  to  the 
streets .  These  falling  debris  could  result  in  injury  or  death  to 
pedestrians  on  the  streets  below"   (emphasis  added). 

The  proposed  Downtown  Plan  would  add  41,000  workers  to  the 
C-3  District  by  1990,  mostly  in  the  very  dangerous  Subarea  1, 
which  would  imply  an  additional  200+  deaths  given  a  2:30  PM  major 
earthquake,  but  "the  greater  surface  area  of  new  buildings  would 
increase  the  amount  of  siding  materials  available  to  fall  on  the 
street  . . .  would  add  to  the  already  substantial  hazards  from 
falling  objects." 

By  the  year  2000  another  49,600  workers  are  projected  to  be 
added  to  the  C-3  District  by  the  Downtown  Plan,  which  would  imply 
a  further  addition  of  250+  deaths.  "...  any  increase  in  growth, 
including  growth  projected  for  the  Plan,  would  add  to  an  already 
dangerous  situation  in  a  major  earthquake." 

The  most  stunning  admission  of  earthquake  danger  is 
contained  in  the  legally  required  portion  of  the  EIR  titled: 
Significant  Environmental  Effects  Which  Cannot  Be  Avoided  If  The 
Proposed  Project  Is  Implemented  (Section  VI). 

"The  project  would  have  a  significant  seismic  safety  impact , 
as  it  would  accomodate  higher  population  densities  in  larger 
buildings  subject  to  substantial  dam>age  during  a  major 
earthquake ,  particularly  in  areas  of  unstable  soils  in  Subareas  1^ 
and     2  Accomodation     of     this     growth     is     being     proposed , 

notwithstanding  this  impact ,  because  social  and  eonomic 
considerations     dictate  against  ignoring  market  forces  for  growth 


what  the  Downtown  Plan  DEIR  Avoids 


1,  FJ 


There  is  no  discussion  whatsoever  of  the  consequences  of  any 
fire  that  might  be  associated  with  a  major  or  moderate 
earthquake.  Given  the  events  of  1906,  this  is  not  an 
insignificant  possibility,  and  in  fact  its  ommission  is  fantastic 
and  bizarre. 


There  are  several  potential  levels  of  fire  impact  resulting 
from  an  earthquake.  The  minimal  level  would  be  isolated  fires  in 
separated  buildings,  including  one  or  more  simultaneous  high-rise 
fires,  as  well  as  fires  erupting  due  to  broken  natural  gas  lines. 
The  second  level  would  be  an  increased  number  of  such  fires  that 
exceed  the  City  Fire  Department's  available  resources  to  combat 
at  one  time,  given  whatever  resources  it  can  effectively  deploy 
accounting  for  damage  to  streets,  highways,  etc.  The  third  level 
would  be  a  general  conflagration,  that  is,  a  fire  beyond  any 
early  control  engulfing  whole  City  blocks  at  one  time. 


The  danger  of  broken  gas  mains  is  not  noted.  The  State 
Department  of  Conservation  noted  in  its  1982  report,  "Earthquake 
Planning  Scenario,"  that  '  "innumerable  breaks  in  mains  and 
individual  service  connections  within  the  distribution  systems, 
particularly  in  the  areas  of  intense  shaking  and/or  structurally 
poor  ground  nearer  the  Bay  miargins"  (i.e.,  Subareas  1  and  2) 
would  result  in  "sporadically  distributed  fires"  that  "should  be 
expected  at  the  sites  of  a  samll  percentage  of  ruptures."  (page 
26) . 


The  loss  of  water  pressure  -  including  most  building 
sprinkler  systems  -  due  to  broken  water  mains  is  not  noted.  The 
particular  vulnerability  to  fire  of  people  trapped  in  high-rise 
elevators  due  to  power  failures  is  not  noted.  The  health  danger 
posed  by  widespread  buring  of  toxic  materials  and  hazardous 
chemicals  (including  PCB? )  is  not  noted,  both  with  regard  to 
immediate  danger  and  the  very  possible  long-term  health/disease 
conseauences . 


2.  FLOODING 


While  it  might  be  reasonably  assumed  that  the  BART  Transbay 
Tube  (although  this  matter  is  also  not  addressed)  will  not  be 
breached  cue  to  design  safeguards,  that  is  not  the  only  way  the 
BART/MUNI  subway,  which  lies  beneath  the  water  table/sea  level 
under  Market  St.,  could  become  flooded.  Extensive  ground  failures 
near  the  Em.barcadero  may  be  possible  that  would  oermit  flooding 
of  a  damaged  Embarcadero  Station,  an  thereby  the  entire  subway 
as  far  as  Civic  Center  (and  the  Tube?).  This  area  experienced 
'very  serious  such  ground  failures  in  1906  -  see  copy  of  Plate  3 
:from  the  U.S.  Geologic  Survey  Paper  993,  "Historic  Ground 
IFailures     in     Northern  Calif orian  Associated     With  Earthquakes," 
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attached).  Moreover  the  Downtown  Plan  proposes  MUNI  subway 
expansion  in  this  same  area  under  the  Embarcadero  and  nearby  for 
some  distance  (the  Metro  turnaround,  E  Line,  etc.).  These  new 
facilities  will  offer  further  opportunity  for  such  flooding 
resulting  from  ground  failure  and  tunnel  cracking  if  not 
structural  failure  which  could  impact  the  entire  subway  system. 
One  key  issue  in  this  regard  is  the  integrity  of  the  Embarcadero 
Sea  Wall,  now  about  100  years  old,  under  major  earthquake 
conditions.  Even  one  stretch  of  major  failure  (slumping,  etc.)  in 
this  area  will  greatly  increase  flooding  danger  for  the  subway 
system.  What  studies/information  exist  regarding  the  Sea  Wall's 
seismic  performance  characteristics?  K.3 

If  the  flooding  is  rapid,  it  could  cause  an  extremely  large 
loss  of  life  of  people  trapped  in  MUNI  streetcars  and  BART  cars, 
if  not  those  waiting  on  station  plateforms.  There  is  no 
disc  -ssion  of  this  major  concern.  At  rush  hour  several  thousand 
could  be  trapped  and  drowned  here  alone. 

A  second  possible  seismic  impact  would  be  the  creation  of  a 
"seiche"     on     San     Francisco  Bay.     As  noted  in  a     recent  federal 
agency    analysis,     this     may  cause  a  series  of  waves     that  could 
flood     the  streets  near  the  mbarcadero,     presenting  a  danger  to 
those  fleeing  there  to  escape  the  acknowledged  dangers  within  the  K.3 
high-rise  area  adjacent  to"  it. 


3 .  Breakdown  of  Emergency  Services 

While  the  DEIR  notes  several  times  that  earthquake  damage 
will  limit  the  speed  with  which  emergency  services  can  be 
activated,  this  critical  issue  deserves  full  evaluation  that  may 
indicate  additional  needed  mitigation  measures.  The  fact  that 
many  off-duty  emergency  service  personnel,  including  a 
substantial  portion  of  the  Police  and  Fire  Departments,  will  be 
at  their  homes  outside  of  San  Francisco  and  unable  to  travel  to 
San  Francisco  for  days  after  a  major  earthquake  is  not  noted. 
This  important  information  can  be  estimated  from  available 
City  personnel  data.  K.5 


4.  Relevant  Information  About  "Glass  and  Claddings " 

All  glass  is  not  the  same,     and  all  types  of  exterior  panels 
are  not  the  same.  And  it  matters  how  far  something  falls. 

The  amount  of  kinetic  energy  contained  in  a  falling  object, 

except  as  affected  by  aerodynamic  forces,     is  proportional  to  the 

height     from  which  ir  falls.     For  a  concrete  or  granite  exterior 

panel  falling  from  a  30  story  high-rise,     one  that  falls  from  the 

20th  floor  will  have  twice  the  destructive  power  of  one  that 
falls  from  the  10th  floor,  and  one  falling  40  floors,  four  times 
as  much  and  so  on. 

When     these  panels  strike  the  street  they  will  disintegrate 
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explosively  with  particles  of  all  sizes  flying  in  all  directions, 
much  as  though  a  shrapnel  bomblet  had  been  detonated.  The  greater 
the  height  of  the  fall,  the  greater  the  veloctiy  of  the  particles 
that  will  strike  pedestrians  trapped  in  the  open,  and  hence  the 
more  severe  the  resulting  injuries.  The  physics  of  this 
disintegraton  are  complex  and  depend  on  the  nature  of  a  given 
material,  so  the  height/injury  relationshp  is  not  a  'straight 
line'  function,  but  the  general  principal  holds  and  is 
significant.  In  brief ,  shorter  buildings  mean  fewer  serious 
injuries  and  deaths  due  to  falling  objects  than  taller  buildings .  K.I 

At  the  present  time,  such  concrete  or  stone  or  composite 
concrete/stone  exterior  panels  are  by  far  the  most  common  type 
used  in  high-rise  development,  and  they  are  the  most  dangerous. 
The  previously  fashionable,  but  now  uncommon,  metal  exterior 
mullion  used  in  high-rise  curtain  wall  design  presents  less 
danger  as  a  falling  object.  First,  it  may  be  somewhat  slowed  by 
aerodynamic  forces  as  it  falls,  and  second,  upon  striking  the 
ground  it  will  not  disintegrate  but  remain  in  one  piece.  Thus 
only  those  who  are  at  the  point  of  impact  or  very,  very  close 
would  be  injured,  as  opposed  to  the  much  larger  raidus  of  high- 
velocity  flying  secondary  particles  from  a  disintegrated 
concrete/stone  panel.  Moreover,  there  may  be  less  likelihood  of 
such  a  metal  mullion  eing  detached  from  a  building's  exterior 
during  any  earthquake  since,  unlike  concrete  or  stone,  it  has  the 
ability  to  be  bent  or  otherwise  deformed  by  the  earthquake's  K.I 
energy  without  necessarily  breaking  loose. 

There  is  as  well  a  variety  of  types  of  glass.  Common  'plate* 
glass  used  in  most  high-rise  windows  will  shatter  into  many,  many 
sharp  shards  if  it  should  pop  out  or  shatter  during  an  earthquake 
and  fall  to  the  sidewalk.  Due  to  aerodynamic  effects,  a  pane  may 
'sail'  some  distance  while  it  falls  with  its  velocit-  limited,  or 
it  may  fall  with  kinetic  energy  proportional  to  height  just  like 
a  concrete  panel.  The  glass  shards  are  extremely  dangerous  and 
will  cause  terrible  injuries. 

Alternatively,  'safety'  glass,  such  as  that  used  i 
automobile  windshields,  is  designed  to  disintegrate  into  granular 
particles  if  broken.  If  the  glass  is  broken  in  the  window  before 
it  falls,  such  particles  present  far  less  danger  than  plate  glass 
shards  when  they  hit  the  street  below.  if  the  glass  does  not 
disintegrate  until  it  strikes  the  sidewalk  will  still  be 
dangerous  high  velocity  pro  jecti.' as ,  but  not  as  dangerous  as 
sharp  glass  shards.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  such  glass  is  now 
required  for  those  windows  in  high-rise  buildings,  a  few  on  every 
floor,  that  are  intended  to  be  borken  out  by  firemen  in  case  of 
the  need  to  ventilate  smoke  during  a  fire.  This  glass  is  more 
expensive  than  plate  glass.  K.I 

A  technical  discussion  of  such  facts  and  options  is  vital  to 
the  DEIR  since  it  does  acknowledge  the  grea  danger  presented  by 
falling  exterior  materials  during  a  major  earthquake.  ^" 
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5 .  Very  Possible  "Worst  Case  Scenarios" 


The  death  rates  (and  missing  injury  rates)  suggested  in  the 
DEIR  if  an  earthquake  occurred  at  2:30  PM  in  the  afternoon  would 
obviously  be  significantly  exceeded  if  a  major  earthquake  were  to 
occur  during  rush  hours.  Since  rush  hour  periods  will  total 
approximately  three  hours  per  day  each  working  day,  and  since 
there  is  no  presently-known  reason  to  believe  that  the  time  of 
earthquake  occurance  is  not  randomly  ditributed,  there  is  about 
an  8.5%  chance  of  a  rush-hour  earthquake.  This  certainly  is  a 
sufficient  factor  upon  which  to  base  a  credible  worst  case  1^,4 
analysis. 

As  noted  in  the  DEIR,  casulty  estimates  can  be  uncertain  by 
a  "factor  of  two  to  three".  If  so,  a  worst  case  might  produce  a 
downtown  death  toll  of  6,000  based  on  other  DEIR  data,  plus  the 
accompanying  far  greater  total  of  injuries,  of  which  1,500  deaths 
or  more  would  be  a  consequence  development  as  proposed  by  the 
Downtown  Plan. 


K.4 


And     such     an  estimate  still  does  not  include  the  impact  of 

major  fires  or  a  conflagration,  or  a  major  single  failure  such  as 

the  rapid  flooding  of  the  BART/MUNI  subway  or  a  single  high-rise  f^^^ 
structural  collapse. 

THERE  IS  NO  INFORMJiTION  THAT  MUST  BE  PROVIDED  PURSUANT  TO 
THE  CALIFORNIA  ENVIRONMENTAL  QUALITY  ACT  THAT  IS  MORE  IMPORTANT 
THAN  THE  FULL  AND  HONEST  DISCLOSURE  OF  THE  IMPACTS  OF  A 
TREMENDOUSLY  SIGNIFICANT  PROJECT  SUCH  AS  THE  DOWNTOWN  PLAN  IN 
INCREASING  THE  DANGER  TO  PUBLIC  LIFE  AND  SAFETY  DUE  TO  THE 
INEVITABLE  MAJOR  EARTHQUAKE  THAT  WILL  ONE  DAY  AGAIN  STRIKE  SAN  K.4 
FRANCISCO. 

6 .  How  Many  Injuries?  ^  The  Terrible  Details 

While  some  estimates  for  the  rates  of  the  number  of  deaths 
are  suggested  (and  even  these  are  not  made  clear  in  terms  of 
overall  death  toll  ranges  anticipated),  the  DEIR  has  absolutely 
no  information  of  the  number  of  non-fatal  injuries  expected.  In 
fact,  there  will  be  far  more  injured  than  killed,  and  this 
information  is  of  the  greatest  public  significance  in  the  proper 
public  review  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  Alternatives,  and 
associated  Mitigation  measures. 


K.4 


The  DEIR  appropriately  points  out  the  critical  impact  of  the 
time  of  the  occurance  of  the  earthquake.  A  major  earthquake  in 
the  early  morning  hours,  such  as  3: CO  AM  would  certianly  produece 
the  fewest  casulaties,  while  a  rush-hour  earthquke  at  5:00  would 
be  the  worst  case.  The  DEIR  present  only  an  estimate  for  a  2:30  |^ ^ 
?M  workday  event. 

This  underplays  the  full  danger  in  a  legally  inadequate 
manner  for  an  issue  affecting  human  life  and  safety.  Instead,  a 
table     should     be  provided  showing  estimated  deaths  and  injuries 
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resulting  from  a  major  earthquake  at  siTiificant  representative 
times:  early  morning  (like  1906),  r  d-day  workday,  mid-day 
weekend/holiday,  and  rush  hour  workda  .  Augmenting  additional 
death  and  injury  estimates  reflecting  possible  worst  case  events 
as  referenced  above  should  be  presented  as  well.  '^•^ 

In  addition,  EIR  must  include  a  general  description  of  the 
types  of  i juries  anticipated:  major  traumas  (broken  limbs, 
internal  injuries,  severe  bleeding  comparable  to  serious 
automobile  accidents),  blinding,  permanent  cripling,  loss  of 
limbs,  etc.  Hiding  these  unpleasant  truths  from  the  public  would 
be  an  unethical  abuse  of  the  planning  process  of  which  this  EIR 
is  a  part.  ^  ^ 

7.  Construction  Period  Dangers 

Whatever    year    a    major    earthquake    actually     strikes  San 
Francisco,     it     is  reasonble  to  assume  that  there  will  be  several 
major      commerical     buildings     under     construction     in       the  C3 
Districts,     including  several  high-rises,   if  the  Downtown  Plan  is  K.I 
adopted . 

Such    buildings  under  constuction  are  especially    vulnerable  K.I 
to  earthquake  impacts. 

First  of  all,  building  materials  and  supplies,  inlcuding 
hazardous  chemicals,  may  well  be  temporarily  stored  at  upper 
levels  of  the  structure  but  not  secured  strongly  enough  to  keep 
from  being  dislodged,  possibly  falling  to  the  ground,  during  the 
severe  swaying  motion  high-rise  structures  encounter  in  a  major  ^  ^ 
seismic  event. 


Second  of  all,  some  exterior  panels  in  the  process  of  being 
attached  to  the  tower  may  be  only  temporarily  secured  and 
therefore  also  fall  to  the  ground. 


Since  the  DEIR  does  address  construction  period  impacts  on 
traffic,  employment,  etc.,  it  must  address  comparable  seismic 
impacts . 

Moreover,  the  construction  workers  on  such  projects,  if  the 
earthquake  occurs  during  working  hours,  will  be  in  an 
extraordinarily  hazardous  situation.  Untethered  workers  on 
structural  steel  beams  or  decking  could  be  thrown  off  their  feet 
by  violent  swaying,  with  m.any  falling  to  their  deaths.  Poorly 
secured  materials,  noted  above,  could  crush  other  workers, 
eir.porary       'man     lift'     elevators     would     probably     be  rendered 


K.I 


Third,  the  cranes  used  for  the  erection  of  large  structures 

may    not  be  stronly  enough  attached  to  withstand  violent  swaying, 

or    may    be  in     the     process  of     being    moved     and     thus  easily 

dislodged.  Such     large     cranes  could  topple  from     the  building, 

either    to  the     ground     below,     or     possibly     striking  adjacent 
buildings    eitherat  roof  level  or  crashing  into     occupied  upper 
floors. 


K.I 
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inoperable,  completely  trapping  others  above  levels  where  stairs 
have  been  installed. 


8.  Historic  Data  on  C3  District  Ground  Failures 

The  aforementioned  Geologic  Survey  Paper  documents  severe 
1906  ground  failures  in  Subareas  1  and  2,  as  well  as  the  western 
South  of  Market  (relevant  sections  attached  to  main  copy  of 
comments ) . 

This  information  is  critical  to  the  adequacy  of  the  EIR, 
should  be  summarized  in  the  main  text  and  reprinted  in  the 
Appendix. 


9.  Status  of  Emergency  Systems 

The    lack  of  readiness  of  San  Francisco's  emergency    systems  - 
that    would  be  critical  in  the  event  of  a  major  earthquake  is  not 
hoentsly  disclosed  in  the  DEIR. 

The  attahced     newspaper     article     from    the     an  Francisco 

Examiner,  dated  April  26,     is  attached  and  incorporated  in  these 

comments.  "Are    we  prepared? "  Mayor  Feinstein     is     quoted,     " The  K.5 

answer  is  no. " 

r 

A  discussion    of     this     critical     problem    is     legally        |^  g 

essential  for  the  EIR. 


52 


The  Annual  Limit  Option 


The  DTPDEIR  proposes  the  value  judgement  that  "social  and 
economic  considerations  dictate  against  ignoring  market  forces 
for  growth",  which  it  thereby  alleges  justifies  the  "accomodtion 
for  growth"  which  the  Downtown  Plan  proposes  in  spite  of  the 
admitted  and  partially  identified  "sigf nif icar t  seismic  safety 
impact"  (Section  VI:  Unavoidable  Significant  Effects...  emphasis  K.7 
added ) . 

This  is  a  false,  misleading,  and  inadequate  statement  of  the 
choices  facing  the  San  Franciscion  City  Planning  Commission,  the 
San    Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors,     and  ultimately  the  citizens       ^  7 
of  the  City  of  San  Francisco. 

It  is  a  basic  tenet  of  law  and  society  that  human  life  and 
safety  is  not  to  be  sacrified,  even  for  "soical  and  economic 
considerations",  when  any  reasonable  alternative  is  available. 
Such  an  alternative  is  available  for  San  Francisco,  but  the 
information  in  the  DTPDEIR  and  presented  above  clearly  shows  that 
it  is  not  part  of     the  Downtown  Plan  as  proposed. 

San    Franciscans  for  Reaonable  Growth  states  here  and  will 
assert    at     all     available  opportunities  as     provided     under  due 
process    that    the  following  mitigation  measures  are  required  as 
provided    under    the    California  Environmental     Quality    Act  for 
projects,     such  as  the  Downtown  Plan,     which  unquestionably    will        ^  ^ 
have  a  significant  environmenal  impact: 

First ,  the  full,  expanded  list  of  seismic  impact  mitigation 
measures  as  set  forth  on  pages  V.K.I  through  V.K.4  needs  to 
implemented  as  a  requirement  for  any  future  office  development, 
whether  under  the  status  quo,  the  Downtown  Plan,  or  under  any 
Alternative,  in  San  Francisco.  That  is,  mitigation  ir.easures  Nos. 
1  through  18,  plus  the  following  additional  mitigation  measures:  K.6 

"19.  The  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Department  can  contract 
for  professional  studies  which  will  test  under  'actual' 
conditions  the  performance  of  exterior  cladding  and  glazing 
materials  which  have  fallen  several  hundred  feet,  as  would  be  the 
case  in  a  major  earthquake,  in  orde."  to  identify  the  least 
hazardous  materials.  This  information  would  be  used  for  the 
revision  of  the  Building  Code  proposed  by  mitigation  No.  5.  This 
may  well  require  the  prohibition  of  the  precast  concrete  and 
stone/concrete  composite  panels  that  are  at  present  widely  used 
in  high-rise  design,  as  well  as  the  use  of  rr.ore  expensive  types  ^,5 
of  glass. 


"20.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  can  require  the  retrofitting 
of  existing  high-rise  buildings  with  less  dangerous  exterior 
materials  as  determined  by  nitiation  No.  19. 

"21.  Proposed  development  height  limits  can  be  greatly 
reduced,  which  will  reduce  the  danger  from  falling  materials  to  a 
definite  extent  as  would  be  determined  by  the  testing  required  by 


K.6 
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mitigation  No.   19.  I^^g 

"22.     The  Board  of  Supervisors  can  require  by  ordinance  that 
all    heavy     interior     furnishings     and     equipment     in  high-rise 
buildings  must  be  bolted  down  or  otherwise  firmly  secured  so  that 
they     cannot  break  loose  under  the  extreme  conditions  of  a    major  k.6 
earthquake. 

"23.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  can  adopt  similar  requirments 
so  that  all  materials  and  equipment,  including  cranes,  will  be 
firmly  secured  in  buildings,  especially  high-rise  buildings,  that 
are  under  construction,  and  require  appropriate  safety  harnesses 
for  exposed  construction  workers. 

"24.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  can  adopt  legislations 
requiring  all  designated  emergency  personnel,  inlcuding  Police, 
Fire,  and  emergency  services,  to  reside  within  walking  distance 
of  San  Francisco  given  conditions  anticipated  to  exist  after  a 
major  earthquake. 


K.6 


"25.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  can  appropriate  surplus  funds 
to  provide  for  the  construction  of  a  secure  centralized  emergency 
operations  center,  as  well  as  a  comprehensive  earthquake-proof 
City-wide  emergency  communications  system.  I^*® 

"26.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  can  appropriate  surplus  funds 
for  the  purchase  and  stand-by  maintenance  of  emergency 
transportation  systems  for  City  emergency,  Police,  and  Fire 
personnel  immediately  after  a  major  earthuake,  inlcuding 
helicopters  and  boats.  This  could  be  arranged  to  expand  the  range 
of  'walking  access'   required  by  mitigation  No.  24. 


K.6 


"27.  Most  importantly ,  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  can  extend  the  term  of  the  existing 
"moratorium "  on  approval  of  new  office  developments  until 
mitigations  Nos .  _1  through  26  are  formally  enacted  and  in  force . "  K.6 

Second ,  additional  development  within  the  downtown  area 
which  is  identified  in  this  DEIR  as  the  most  dangerous  area  due 
to  its  development  density  as  well  as  its  seismic  characteristics 
needs  to  be  limited  to  that  amount  which  is  the  bare'  minimum 
essential  for  San  Francisco  to  .'raintain  its  economic  vitality  and 
historic  character  as  an  international  City.  This  means:  K.7 

1-  "Market  forces  for  growth"  are  not  the  appropriate 
criteria  for  such  a  decision.  Rather,  careful  analysis  of  the 
employment  needs  of  San  Francisco's  resident  population  -  that 
is,  the  number  and  types  of  jobs  required  for  the  present 
resident  workforce  and  longterm  unemployed  and  underemployed 
will  provide  the  necessary  information  for  the  types  and  amounts 
of  development  that  are  essential  for  the  City.  Such  a  Labor  Pool 
Analysis  as  been  reoeatedly  refused  by  the  Department  of  City  _ 
Planning.  ' 
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2.  The  minimum  amount  of  new  office  devel  jment  required  for 
.he  City's  business  community's  activities  th  -  must  be  located 
'ithin    the  City  rather  than  at  other  regional  Bay  Area  locations 

s     far     less     than  proposed  by    the    Downtown     Plan.     In     SFRG ' s 

udgement,  this  amount  is  represented  by  the  proposed  "Annual 
.irnit"     amount     of  500,000  gross  square  feet  per     year     or  less, 

resented     in  the  DTPDEIR  as  a  possible  independent  "Mitigation" 

easure . 

(3.  Potential  seismic  hazards  of  other  Bay  Area  locations  do 
ot  outweigh  the  manifest,  identified  extreme  seismic  hazards  of 
'owntown  San  Francisco;  rather  less  dangerous  locations  for 
ommerical  development  should  be  identified  and  pursued  through 
egional  planning  processes,  as  should  the  other  regional 
nvironmental  considerations  cited  by  the  DEIR  as  working  against 
irecting  growth  from  San  Francisco  to  other  locations.  This 
oncept  is  fully  described  as  the  "Maximum  Seismic  Safety 
Iternative"  in  another  part  of  SFRG's  comments  on  the  DTPDEIR.  0.4 
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REVISION  OF  "VI .  SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  WHICH  CANNOT 
BE  AVOIDED   IF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED." 


In  order  to  honestly,  truthfully,  accurately,  and  adequately 
reflect  the  tremendously  increased  seismic  safety  dangers  that 
will  be  a  direct  result  of  the  adoption  of  the  Downtown  Plan,  the 
thrid  and  fourth  paragraphs  of  this  very  important  part  of  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report  should  be  revised  to  read  as  follows:  K.7 


"The  project  (the  Downtown  Plan)  would  have  an 
extraordinarily  significant  seismic  safety  impact,  as  it  would 
accomodate  higher  poputlation  densities  in  larger  buildings 
subject  to  substantial  damage  during  a  major  earthquake,  as  well 
as  add  an  estimated  additional  100,000  to  the  present 
wrking/visiting  population  of  300,000  in  the  City's 
office/retail  district,  which  from  a  seismic  safety  point  of  view 
is  one  of  the  most  dangerous  such  urban  centers  in  the  world, 
particularly  in  areas  of  unstable  soils  in  Subarea  1  and  2  which 
are  proposed  for  the  greatest  amount  and  density  of  future  office 
development  under  the  Downtown  Plan. 

"Available  mitigation  measures  (the  revised,  much  expanded 
list  as  per  SFRG  DEIR  comments)  would  improve  the  structural 
ability  of  buildings  to  withstand  major  seismic  events,  would 
xessen  the  likelihood  of  dangerous  falling  objects  from  new 
buildings,  and  if  applied  retroactively,  from  existing  high- 
rises  as  well.  Some  new  development  would  replace  even  more 
hazardous  existing  structures,  thereby  reducing  some  risk.  An 
Annual  Limit  on  office  devlopment,  if  adopted  as  a  mitigation 
measure,  would  proportionately  reduce  the  additional  risk  that 
the  Downtown  Plan  would  add  to  the  already  extremely  dangerous 
existing  situation.  One  particular  group,  construction  workers, 
would  encounter  extreme  peril.  But  in  any  event,  a  major 
earthquake  during  working  hours  would  result  in  several  thousand 
deaths,  and  more  than  10,000  serious  injuries  in  Subareas  1  and 
2,  and  'worst  case'  possibilites ,  which  include  a  rush-hour 
earthquake,  or  uncontrollable  major  post-quake  fires,  or  rapid 
flooding  of  the  Market  Street  subway,  could  greatly  increase 
these  casulaty  numbers. 

"Debris,  ground  failures,  and  the  like  would  impede  the 
access  of  fire-fighting  and  other  emergency  vehicles.  Ruptures  of 
gas  lines,  power  lines,  nd  water  lines  due  to  ground  failures  in 
Subareas  1  'and  2  may  lead  to  fires  which  cannot  be  readily 
addressed,  and  might  become  uncontrollable  conflagrations 
encompassing  entire  blocks,  resulting  in  far  more  property  damage 
than  the  earthquake  itself,  as  was  the  case  in  1906.  Building 
emergency  systems,  including  emergency  generators  and  sprinkler 
systems,  may  be  rendered  inoperable  by  a  major  earthquake. 

"All  alternatives,  except  the  "Maximum  Seismic  Safety 
Alterative"  (part  of  SFRG's  comments  on  the  DEIR)  would  result  in 
similar  exposure  of  increasing  numbers  of  people  to  seismic 
hazards,       as     eliminating     this     seismic     impact     would  require 


56 


redirecting  growth  to  areas  of  lower  density  and  less  seismic 
hazard . 


K.7 


"Accomodation  of  growth  is  being  proposed  nonethelss  by  the 
Downtown  Plan,  because  social  and  economic  considerations  dictate 
against  ignoring  market  forces  for  growth  no  matter  how  many 
thousands  of  avoidable  human  deaths  and  injuries  may  very 
possibly  be  the  consequence  of  this  choice.  Some  may  have  to  die 
so  that  others  may  prosper;  as  a  niatter  of  equity,  the  deaths  and 
injuries  will  be  dispersed  demographically  among  all  eoncomic 
levels  and  ethnic  groups,  the  rich  and  the  poor,  coroorate 
executives  and  secretaries.  City  residents  and  commuters, 
shoppers  and  tourists,  young  and  old,  insofar  as  they 
proportionately  comprise  the  downtown  population  at  the  time  of 
the  inevitable  occurance  of  a  major  earthquake. 

"The  '■^•MjrftCTraifT  Risk'-  alternative  would  require  unprecendented 
regional     planning     for  new  development  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
Area,     or,     lacking     that,     it     could     result  in     other  negative 
environmental     impa'  ts,     regarding     regional     open     space,     urban  ^,7 
sprawl,   transportation  impacts,   etc."  Q.4 
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REVISION  OF:  "VIII .  THE  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  LOCAL- SHORT  TERM 
USES  OF  MAN' S  ENVIRONMENT  AND  THE  MAINTENANCE  AND  ENHANCEMENT~OF 
LONG-TERM  PRODUCTIVITY"  ~ 

In  order  for  the  Downtown  Plan  DEIR  to  be  honest,  truthful, 
accurate,  complete,  and  adequate,  the  final  paragraph  of  this 
very  significant  section  should  be  revised  to  read  as  follows:  K.7 


"The  proposed  Plan  would  allow  higher  population  densities 
than  presently  exist  in  an  already  dense  area  of  San  Francisco. 
Such  high  densities  in  a  major  earthquake  would  lead  to  increased 
fatalities  from  falling  building  materials,  pedestrian  massing  in 
roadways  and  on  sidewalks,  and  obstructions  that  may  delay 
arrival  of  medical  and  rescue  teams  for  hours.  These  higher 
densities  would  also  mean  more  workers  who  may  have  have  to  be 
accommodated  within  San  Francisco,  regardless  of  their  actual 
place  of  residence,  for  the  three  days  after  a  major  earthquake 
in  which  the  transportation  systems  may  be  inoperable.  The 
highest  densities  are  projected  to  occur  in  Subareas  1  and  2,  and 
are  coupled  with  poor  soil  stability  hich  accentuates  seismic 
hazards.  Approval  of  the  project  is  deemed  herein  to  be  justified 
because  it  would  not  allow  population  densities  downtown  to  be  as 
great  as  is  presently  permitted  under  the  Planning  Code 
(Alternative  1),  although  a  safer  Maximum  Seismic  Safety 
Alternative  is  acknowledged  to  exist  that  is  not  recommended 
because  it  is  politically  unacceptable  to  the  Planning 
Department.  Restraining  the  density  increase  at  this  time  does 
not  theoretically  preclude  the  option  of  considering  this  or 
other  alternatives  in  the  future,  although  as  a  practical  matter 
this  is  the  only  foreseeable  such  opportunity  since  there  is 
little  likelihood  of  a  new  comprehensive  downtown  plan  process 
repeating  this  five-year  effort  until  the  next  century.  K.7 
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Revision  of  IX.  SIGNIFICANT  IRREVERSIBLE  ENVIRONEMTNAL  CH7  lES 
WHICH  WOULD  BE  INVOLVED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  SHOULD  I  ~qe 
IMPLEMENTED  ~ 

In  order  for  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  to  honestly,  truthfully, 
accurately,  and  adequately  describe  the  extraordinarily 
significant  seismic  safety  hazards  presented  by  the  Downtown 
Plan,  the  last  sentence  of  this  very  important  EIR  section  should 
be  revised  to  read  as  follows: 


"The  additional  development  permitted  under  the  Plan  would 
be  in  an  area  of  extrem  seismic  hazard,  would  significantly 
increase  the  number  of  potential  deaths  and  serious  injuries  that 
will  result  from  a  major  earthquake,  and  would  eliminate  the 
opportunity  to  develop  an  alternative  regional  growth  pattern  that 
would  greatly  reduce  future  loss  of  life  and  injuries  throughout 
the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  due  to  a  major  earthquake."  K.7 
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THE   "MAXIMUM  SEISMIC  SAFETY  ALTERNATIVE" 


There  is  a  chance  for  San  Francisco  and  the  the  Bay  Region 
to  avoid  a  loss  of  human  life,  with  many  m.ore  serious  injuries, 
due  to  a  major  earthquake  that  would  be  unprecedented  for  a 
modern  urban  metropolis. 

There  is  a  certainty  that  there  will  be  a  major  earthquake 
which  may  well  equal  the  1906  quake's  intensity  sometime  in 
likely  lifetime  of  the  new  development  that  would  be  permitted 
under  the  proposed  Downtown  Plan.  Some  seismologists  suggest  that 
there  is  a  50%  chance  of  such  an  event  in  the  next  30  years,  with 
the  regional  location  unknoweable  at  this  time.  There  is  hope  for 
the  potential  of  scientific  advance  warning  at  some  time  in  the 
future,  although  to  what  degree  of  specificity  no  one  can  now 
predict. 


Q.4 


Q.4 


Due  to  the  timing  involved  in  the  gradual  buildup  of  stress 
along  the  San  Andreas  Fault  and  associated  Hayward  and  Calaveras 
Faults,  there  is  a  reasonable  expectation  that  there  may  be  some 
decades  before  such  a  major  event.  If  used  wisely  in  conjunction 
with  regionl  planning  for  development,  as  well  as  intelligent 
self-restraint  in  San  Francisco,  this  'grace  period'  (or  'last 
chance')  offers  just  enough  time  to  refocus  development  patterns 
in  San  Francisco  and  the  Bay  Area  in  a  manner  that  will  save 
perhaps  tens  of  thousands  of  lives,  and  avoid  several  times  that 
number  of  serious  injuries.  0.4 

It  is  terribly  unfortunate  that  historic  development 
patterns  have  concentrated  the  greatest  humnan  working  densities 
at  some  of  the  very  most  seismically  dangerous  locations  in  the 
Bay  Region.  The  San  Francisco  Finanical/High-Rise  District  is 
focused  on  the  one-time  location  of  Yerba  Buena  Cove,  waterfront 
land  filled  during  the  Gold  Rush.  Downtown  Oakland  is  sited  on  an 
alluvial  outwash  plain  and  former  esturain  marsh  land.  Downtown 
San  Jose,  Walnut  Creek,  and  Concord  are  located  on  alluvial 
valley-bottom  deposits.  Most  of  the  commercial  development  along 
Highway  101  on  the  San  Francisco  Peninsula  is  located  on  filled- 
in  Bay  marshlands.  OA 

From  a  seismic  point  of  view,  bedrock  is  the  safest  type  of 
location.  Except  for  potential  landslides  on  steep  exposures, 
there  is  far  less  potential  for  ground  failures  -  spreading, 
settlements,  liquif action.  etc.  While  for  most  major  commerical 
structures  pilincs  are  driven  to  reach  below-surf ace  bedrock,  or 
at  least  denser  deposi--s  of  other  materials,  the  surrounding 
streets,  utility  systems,  etc.  have  no  such  protection.  Thus 
while  there  is  some  confidence  there  will  be  few  if  any  major 
structural  failures  of  large  commercial  buildings  (with  some 
exceptions)  during  a  major  earthquak,  they  may  well  be  totally 
isolated  after  the  event,  while  dangerous  fires  and  hazardous 
material  spills  surround  them  in  utiltiy  systems  and  on  the 
street  surfaces.  Since  ground  failures  and  debris  may  well  render 
the  street  system  impassable  to  any  emergency  vehicles,   fires  can 
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grow    into  uncontrollable  conflagrations,     and  emergency  medical 
and    rescue  services  may  be  delayed  for  hours  while     injured  die 
due  to  lack  of  assistance.  Utility  and  street  access  systems  well 
designed    upon    bedrock    will     be  far  less     susceptible    to    such  O.A 
dar.age . 

Lower,  less  densly  packed  commercial  structures  themselves 
are  safer  than  skyscraper  clusters  such  as  the  present  San 
Francisco  financial  district.  This  results  directly  from  the 
problem,  which  is  acknowledged  in  the  Downtown  Plan  DEIR,  of 
exterior  cladding  material  and  window  panes  falling  off  buildings 
during  a  major  earthquake.  Even  if  the  mitigation  is  adopted  that 
would  require  all  new  buildings  to  be  faced  with  the  least 
dangerous  such  exterior  materials  and  glass,  as  well  as  the  most 
conservative  attachment  mechanisms,  some  will  be  dislodged  due  to 
unforeseeble  stresses,  building  history,  material  degradation, 
construction  errors,  faulty  materials  or  design,  vibrational 
conflict  between  adjacent  structures,  special  construction  period 
situations,  etc.,  etc.  If  street  level  pedestrians  are  within  the 
impact  zone  of  such  falling  materials , which  includes  the 
effective  radius  of  high  velocity  secondary  particles  genereated 
upon  impact,  serious  casulaties  are  inevitable  -  which  is  why  the 
sidewalks  of  the  City's  Financial  District  are  one  of  the  most 
dangerous  places  to  be  during  a  major  earthquake.  Retrofitting 
existing  buidlings  with  'safer*  exterior  materials  will  further 
reduce  this  hazard,  but  it  cannot  be  eliminated.  As  noted  in 
SFRG's  comments  elsewhere,  all  things  being  equal,  lower 
buildings  per  se  are  safer  since  falling  materials  then  have  less 
potential  energy  to  be  released  upon  impact  at  ground  level  that 
can  be  translated  into  the  velocity  of  fragments,  shards,  etc. 
which  will  strik?  and  injury  unprotected  pedestrians.  Q.4 


Such  considerations  do  not  mandate  suburban-style  office 
park  development,  although  that  is  much  safer  seismically  in  this 
regard.  Carefully  planned  siting  of  commercial  structures  in 
coordination  with  pedestrian  access  and  circulation  systems  can 
remove  much  potential  danger  -  but  not  ir  downtown  San  Francisco  Q*' 
given  the  existing  density  of  development. 


There  are  other  considerations  that  would  be  developed  and 
analyzed  in  the  course  of  appropriate  regional  planning  that  are 
beyond  the  scope  of  this  Alternative  in  this  DEIR  context.  But  in 
essence,  the  Maximum  Seismic  Safety  Alternative  would  call  for 
the  shifting  of  Bay  Region  commerical  development,  including  that 
envisioned  for  downtown  San  Francisco  under  the  Downtown  Plan,  to 
locations  in  bedrock  areas  accomodating  at  most  mid-rise 
development. 

There  is  no  question  thatthis  would  require  a  revolution  in 
the  developmental  patterns  of  the  Bay  Area,  but  such  possible 
locations  do  exist.  A  prime  such  possible  area  to  absorb  the 
cievelopment  envisioned  for  downtown  San  Francisco,  for  exam.ple, 
is  northern  San  Mateo  County  where  bedrock  reaches  to  the  Bay 
along  the  IS  280/US  101  corridors. 
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The  DEIR  notes  that  there  are  many  environmental 
consderations  that  would  have  to  be  addressed  if  there  were  to  be 
a  major  reconf iguaration  of  Bay  Area  commercial  development 
patterns  along  these  lines.  It  does  not  note,  but  could,  that 
there  exists  no  regional  agency  at  this  time  with  the  ability  to 
do  that.  Urban  sprawl  is  not  necessary,  and  transporatipn  systems 
can  be  adapted  with  future  expansions  relocated.  Such 
political/bureaucratic  shortcomings  and  solveable  environmental 
problems  in  regional  planning  do  not  justify  rejecting  the 
Maximum  Seismic  Safety  Alterative  in  favor  of  the  much  more 
dangerous  present  pattern  of  development,  with  its  associated 
much  greater  loss  of  life  and  serious  injuries  during  a  major 
earthquake.  Instead  it  highlights  the  critical  need  for  sound 
regional  planning  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Region.  The  critical 
significance  of  the  Downtown  Plan  process  is  that  it  can  be  the 
first  large  scale  planning  effort  that  starts  this  vital  process, 
this  change  of  philosophy,  and  leads  the  way  for  other  local 
municipalities  and  counties  as  they  consider  their  own 
developmental  options  ad  priorities. 

To  fail  to  adopt  this  alternative  is  to  tacitly  embrace  the 
immoral  policy  that  human  life  is  less  important  than  political 
convenience/inertia  and  'market  forces'  (that  is,  who  makes  money 
under  the  way  things  are  now). 
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I(y  Cut  rie  M.  Anders  and  Gerald  Adams 
Examiner  staff  writers 

In  a  major  enrthquake.  It  woukl  take  San 
Franct&cu's  Office  of  Emergency  Services 
from  three  to  eight  hours  to  set  up  full 
operations  to  cope  with  tl»e  disaster. 

The  office  would  have  to  move  its  per- : 
Konnel,  charts  and  equipment  nearly  a  mile, 
from  its  clerical  offices  at  Seventh  ard  JAss- 
kei  streets  to  the  Central  Fire  Alarm  Sution 
at  Hayward  playground. 

The  OES  administrative  office  also  lacks 
a  direct  line  to  the  national  emerRency  alert 
system  used  by  all  niajor  authorities. 

■niese  weaknesses  in  The  City's  principal 
disaster  coordinating  agency  beoune  evi- 
dent as  city  officials  responded  to  Tuesday's 
earthquake,  centered  12  miles  east  oi  San 
Jose  on  the  Calaveras  Fault.,        ,  • 

|n>e  tremor  did  not  cause  San  FVandsco 
to  activate  its  emergency  center,  although 
emergency  personnel  monitored  Bay  Area 
activities  f  mn  their  administrative  off  kres. 

"nie  City  suffered  little  dami^e.  But 
Stanford  University  Professor  James  Gere 
said  yesterday  that  San  Francisco  could 
have  been  In  ponslderable  trouble  if  « 
quake  of  similar  strength  had  iMen  oen* 
lered  near  here.  c'c^ 

It  would  have  severely  dain^g«!^  tnd:/ 
even  collapsed,  some  older  brlcKl^uiKUsi^  . 
of  the  type  found  In  Chinatown,  said  Oare.  a 
structural  engineer  who  specializes  in  stud- 
ies of  how  earthquakes  affect  buildings. 

Newer  high-rise  buildings  would  have 
taken  people  inskte  on  a  swayinj!,  scary 
ride,  but  they  wouM  have  been  "quite  aof  e," 
Gere  said. 

San  Francisco  and  stat£  emergency  offi- 
cials acknowledged  that  The  City's  frag- 
mented offices  were  less  than  ideal  to  han- 
dle a  major  tennbtor  centered  in  or  right 
near  San  Frandsca  •     -        '  ■  r 

That's  not  a  good  sltuatkm,"  aakl  Donna 
Darling,  coordinator  (or  the  state  Office  of 
Emergency  Services'  Region  ,2^  tascd  in 
PIea.santon.  "It  could  be  better  cpordii»ted 
physically."  \ 

;In  other  juriskilctiona.  Parling  saki  the 
day4o<iay  operations  kna  k)c«ted  to  their 
eniergency  centers  and  switch  to4m  einer> 


"you  m^y  have  streeu  bk)cked  and  fataliU«s 

among  our  own." 

Day  saki  he  was  not  overly  concerned  he 
did  not  have  direct  access  in  his  administra- 
tive office  to  the  National  Air  Warning 
Alert  System,  a  connedton  befitting  a  nerve 
and  coordinating  center.  The  terminal  is 
kxated  at  the  command  center. 

The  terminal  is  monitored  around  the 
ck>ck  and  pertinent  information  is  tele- 
phoned to  hlK  offk».  "If  we  had  an  exten- 
sive disaster,"  be  saW,  "we'd  be  over  there  to 
receive"  the  Informatton  directly. 

Mayor  Feinsiein  said  yesterday  that  the 
wintered  office  was  "less  than  optimal." 
But  she  said  she  was  more  concerned  about 
having  a  center  "that  will  withstand  an 
earthquake"  than  its  location. 

It  would  cost  mllUofls  of  dollars  to  ex- 
pand The  City's  central  emergency  faclliiy 
to  accoDunodate  the  OES  administrative 
offices  and  personnel,  according  to  dty  of  f  1- 
dais,  which  apparent^  is  not  at  the  top  of 
prkMity  lists. 

"It  does  seem  a  shame  a  dty  the  size  of 
San  Francisco  cant  scrape  together  the 
funds  needed  to  put  together  ...  a  good 
facility,"  Darling  said.  "We  cant  convince 
Tbe  Qty  that's  a  defkrlt  in  their  planning." 
r  Darling  said  there  are  federal  funds 
available^  which  "nie  City  must  match,  and 
"coming  up  with  those  matching  funds  is 
what's  holding  it  up." 

Tom  Eastham,  the  mayor's  press  spokes- 
man, said  the  federal  funding  would  re- 
quire The  City  to  also  prepare  responses  to  a 
nudcar  attack. 

That  became  a  problem  because  of  the 
board's  action  regarding  non-particlpauon 
in  planning  for  a  nuclear  attack,"  he  said, 
referring  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors'  view 
that  there  would  be  no  survivors  in  a  direct 
hit  arxl  such  planning  wa.^  worthless. 

The  City  conducts  full-scale  annual 
earthquake  preparedness  drills,  such  as  the 
(me  heW  last  week.  The  City  's  response  is 
improving,  according  to  Feinsiein. 

"Are  we  prepared?  The  answer  is  no," 
Pteinsteln  saki.  "Are  we  getting  better  pre- 
pared? Tbe  answer  is,  1  think  we  are.  It's 
very  hard  to  sustain  preparedness  year  af- 
ter year."  -  • 

'Wbs^hfir.Jthere  would  be  vddeacale,  se- 
v?fr»  dinwcje  I2  &n  efuthquake  here  would 


ge^cy  respMMd  system  AWhea,  the.  need 

l^:.  ...  .  ,     ■  ■  '  ■' 

V  i'CWe  s!m!0  b*  1o»iV^  wJtSi  thee!^  eonv  - ' 

r!^tf.»d  s-»^  T'Mo  3.  y:^J\.^.^x*jT<'''^;,t.  ,C«^2fsi  t)Cth  on  t}ie  nrcnitude  cf  the  tern- 
tli';ytycT'tO:iM3Cl'£XR't:t<^^^  ^      ^yP^  ^  structures  affected. 

That's  our  plan  down  ihe  r<Kd"  acropding  to  Gere,  wlio  has  written  a  book 

I 'f  a  major  earthquake  stroc*:  ty^!Vi  dty  ^fxx  ho^v  ectrtlKjua'ifis  .a'fcct  bulidinos. 
emctoyees  wers.ot  t>>e>A,-it"WKiuld  ts5;©'.^  r  /If  we, had  a  6  (on  the  FJchter 
thriee  hours  fcr  the' centra'  c^icrgcincy  of- 


lice  to  sw ^to  fu'.L  ooeration.  It  vould 
take  about  e'ght  hours  on  a  weekend. 

That's  the  time  It  Xkket  for  people  to 
pull  on  their  socks  and  r.art  to  do  busintas," 
Day  saW.  "But  dont  give  the  impression 
that  nothing  Ls  being  done  for  three  boun," 
he  said,  noting  that  emergency  personnel 
would  be  working  constantly. 

Thr  '-lO.OOOa  yea.-  OES  director  saW  he 
fell  till' :  tspor.se  time  was  "roa-sonabJe"  for 
a  catastrophic,  !90&5tylc  earthquake  whe.'X^ 
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earthquake  or.  the  San  Andreas  fault  near 
:-  e  Go-Icicn  Gate,  Ms.t'j\  County  or  Daly  City, 
iTien  you  couid  expect  dsmage  in  .San  Fran- 
dso  to  a  lot  o.'  old,  o'rd  buildings,"  he  said. 

"Tbe  dangerous  ones  are  old  brick  build- 
ings, one  to  five  stories,  in  areas  like  China- 
town that  are  a  threat  to  life  and  limb,  it 
could  cause  the  worst  of  them  to  collapse. 

Newer  hlg'n-rise  buildings  conslnnt-?ci  in 
the  past  20  ye?.ri5  "are  quite  safe  aiKl  have 
ibcQii  des'gned  by  engineers  who  sre  earih- 
qiinlce  consciovis,"  G-^-ve  jokJ. 


?AN  FRANCISC/  NS  FOR  REASON/^BLE  GROWTH 
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San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission 

Room  282  City  Hall  z,^^  \ltL^  ^ 

San  Francisco  May  3,    19  84  '^^^ 


RE:   Comments  on  Downtown  Plan  DEIR  (EE81.3) 
Re:  Sections   "H"  -  Urban  Design 
Visual  Impacts  Analysis 


The  evaluation  of  the  visual  impacts  of  the  development  proposed 
to  be  accomodated  by  the  Downtown  Plan  or  its  Alternatives  is  grossly 
incomplete  and  and  inadequate,   and  thereby  so  misleading  as  to  H.4 
be  in  effect  knowingly  false. 

There  are  two  basic  problems,  which  further  interact  with 
each  other  to  compound  the  failure:  H.4 

1.  The  major  visual  impact  evaluation,   the  photomontage  IV.H.16, 
IV.H.17,   and  the  comparable  montages  for  the  various  alternatives, 
show  only  those  impacts  visible  from  one  direction,   the  south.  H.4.3 

That  montages  •  the  most  critical  public  data  is  proved  by  the 
fact  that  these  are  the  only  visual  impact  analyses  published  by 
the  daily  press.  H.4.3 

On  the  other  hand,   the  City's  image  and  skyline  as 
generally  perceived  by  the  public  at  large  is  the  downtown  as  viewed 
from  the  east   (the  Treasure  Island  view)   and  the  north.  This  is 
evidenced  by  the  predominat  choice  of  these  views  for  commercial 
reproduction  in  mass  media  -  see  samiple  postcards  attahced.  The 
southern  view  is  rarely  if  ever  used  in  this  regard.   The  City's 
international  "image"  is  either  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,   the  cable 
car,  or  the  downtown/Bay  Bridge  view  from  T.I.  To  ignore  the 
eastern  and  northern  view  is  indefensible  on  these  grounds  alone.  H.4.3 

Moreover,  while  the  south  view  is  very  useful  to  observe 
the  impacts  of  a  portion  of  the  development  at  issue,   it  just  as 
surely  fails  to  observe  further  impacts  that  are  obscured  from 
that  angle  but  would  be  visible  and  very  significant  seen  from 
both  the  east  and  the  north.  Thus  this  vital  information  is  denied 
to  the  Commission  and  the  general  public.  H.4.3 


2.  The  visual  impacts  of  the  proposed  "Rincon  Hill  Plan"  are 
not  included  in  any  way  in  the  urban  design  evaluations. 

This  project  has  been  underway  at  DCP  for  more  than  a  year 
An  Administrative  DEIR  exists;   an  EE  number  has  been  assigned;  a 
preliminary  draft  plan  exists;   there  have  been  some  hearings  on 
the  proposal.  Most  significantly  it  proposes  major  high-rise 
development  for  the  crest  of  Rincon  Hill,   immediately  adjacent 


H.4.3 
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to  the  new  C30(SD)   District  proposed  by  the  Downtown  Plan. 


H.4.3 
N.2 


Therefore,   this  project  while  not  adopted  and  proposed  only 
as  a  permissive  zoning  change   (as  is,   after  all,   the  Downtown  Plan 
itself)   is  a  reasonably  probable  project  for  the  purposes  of  inclusion 
in  cumulative  impact  analysis  under  the  DPDEIR.  To  exclude  the 
Rincon  Hill  Plan  from  visual  impact  analysis,   given  its  very 
significant  visual  effect,   is  not  just  stupid,   but  dishonest.  H.4.3 

It  is  clear  from  the  Preliminary  Draft  of  the  Rincon  Hill 
Plan   (see  portions  attahced)   that  a  project  model  exists  which 
would  make  incorporation  of  the  project's  impact  into  the  DPEIR's 
photomontages  technically  simple.  H.4.3 

While  the  south  view  will  definitely  show  the  impacts  of  the 
Rincon  Hill  Plan,   the  east  view  would  depict  even  more  dramatic 
impacts.  This  is  because  thet,Downtown  Plan  and  Rincon  Hill  Plan 
combined  will  permit  a  200)^all  of  high-rises  just  one-half 
block  inland  from  the  Embarcadero  between  Mission  Streets  and 
Rincon  Hill,  with  even  taller  structures  further  inland,  capped 
by  four  extraordinarily  prominent  30-40  story  high-rise  condo 
towers  on     the  crest  of  Rincon  Hill,  itself  about  100  feet  H.4.3 

above  sea  level. 

The  cumulative  impact  of  these  two  projects  would  completely 
change  the  City's  present  east  view.  The  resulting  high-rise 
skyline  would  be  almost  double  in  breadth  from  that  view  compared 
to  1984,   and  the  Rincon  Hill  towers  would  provide  essentially 
a  new  counterpart  to  the  Transamerica  Pyramid  on  the  skyline's 
opposite  extremity.  The  City's  Bayward  image  would  assume  a 
much  more  Chicago  or  Manhattan-like  character  compared  to  its  H.4.3 
recent  past. 

Some  may  think  this  is  an  improvement,   others  may  hate  it. 
But  it  legally  unjustifiable  to  omit  and  suppress  this  total 
information  with  regard  to  the  Downtown  Plan  and  its  EIR.  H.4.3 


Sincerely 


John  Elberling 
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As  previously  noted,  developers  will  be  perrr::ted 
to  build  to  the  max;Tium  hey  ^t  limits  as  shown  on 
.Vap  8  only  if  r^e  increasec  development  allowed 
results  in  greatc-  affordability  ol  the  housing.  The 
maximum  height  limits  are  1/5  to  1/3  greater  than 
the  basic  "as-of-right"  height  limit  controls 
established  for  each  height  zone.  (See  Map  7)  Both 
of  these  height  maps  honor  the  urban  design 
principles  of  the  Plan.  TTie  difference  between  the 
maximum  allowable  height  and  the  proposed  lower 
"as-of-right"  height  constitutes  a  density  bonus  for 
affordable  housing. 


.^1 


or 


 •  A    A  4,   i.  I 
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MAP  8:,MAX;mUM  HEIGHT  LIMITS 


\,y/''<'/-^.  PEDESTRIAN  STREET  (SEE  MAP  9,  PUBUCLY  ACCESSIBLE  OPEN  SPACE  OPPORTUNITIES) 

-  -y-lT  TO  liEVIsrpi^ 

Maximum  heights  are  allowed  only  if  a  percertage  oi  Tow  and 
moderate  income  units  are  included  in  new  residential 
cevelopmeni. 


I 
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STATEMENT  OF  HOWARD  STRASSNER  BEFORE  THE  CITY  PUNNING  COMMISSION  ON  THE 
DOWNTOWN  PLAN  EIR,  MAY  3,  1984. 


Chairman  Rosenblatt,  members  of  the  Planning  Commission,  good 


^MkULLog.  My  name  is  Howard  Strassner.  I  have  been  requested  by  the  members 
of  the  Coalition  of  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods  to  present  their  position 
concerning  the  Transportation  components  of  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR.  Though 
we  deplore  separate  analysis  in,  time,  space,  or  component,  the  short  time 
you  allow  for  comment  and  our  amatuer  status  compel^^s  to  f ractionalize 


our  efforts.  The  Planning  Department,  however,  is  required  by  law  to  provide 
an  integrated  analysis  covering  the  cummulative  impacts  of  a  development 
in  all  aspects  of  time^ space  and  components.  This  you  have  not  adequately 
done. 

In  recent  years  downtown  developmet  has  proceded  at  a  rate  which 
has  caused  unacceptable  impacts  to  the  people  of  San  Francisco.  San  Francisco 
residents  too  often  suffer  through  crush-loading  on  Metro  or  buses.  Many 
have  to  wait  for  extended  periods  to  even  have  some  Ztransit  they  can  squeeze 
into.  We  typically  curse  the  Muni.  But  these  problems  are  not  entirely 
Muni's  fault.  The  problems  were  caused  by  a  rate  of  downtown  development 
which  did  not  provide  sufficient  time  or  funds  to  have  the  proper  mitigations 
in  place  before  the  impacts  were  imposed.  We  find  that  the  subject  EIR  offers 
us  some  hope  of  mitigation  in  partially  funded  5  year  plans  but  only  prayers 
to  mitigate  against  furture  impacts.  And  now  any  impacts  will  be  imposed 
on  top  of  an  already  crush-loaded  transit  situation.  This  is  unacceptable. 

Neighborhood  residents  who  de&iFe  no  benefits  from  the  downtown 
have  been  impacted  and  will  be  further  impacted  by  downtown  development 
if  the  proper  mitigations  are  not  implemented  in  a  timely  manner.  The 
Supervisor's  transportation  sub-committee  has  heard  testimony  on  the 
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lifficulties  of  senior  citizens  attempting  to  cross  Van  Ness  at  Broadway 
ind  even  of  the  difficulties  of  younger  people  crossing  19th  Ave.  at 
lolloway.  These  (finds  of  problems  are  a  recent  development.  They  are  undoubt- 
edly caused  by  drivers  drawn  by  the  increase  in  downtown  office  space.  Ttmir T^i^J 
:onclusion  is  made  more  poignant  when  one  considers  that  the  population 
)f  the  City  has  been  declining  and  that  the  per  capita  use  of  automobile 

las  also  been  generally  decreasing  in  the  State  as  evidenced  by  the  reduction         E.I. 2 

E.3.2 

Ln  gasoline  sales. 

Local  drivers  in  residential  neighborhoods  have  l^ced  congestion 
ind  have  had  their  driving  patterns  changed  to  accommodate  through  traffic 
:o  the  downtown.  Many  neighborhoods  have  recently  imposed  their  own  mitigation 
10  limit  parking  impacts.  But  preferential  parking  has  some  negative  impacts. 
These  impacts  constitute  a  reduction  in  the  quality  of  life  in  our  City.  We 
:onsider  that  these  impacts  are  unfair  and  unnecessary.  Most  of  the  impacts 
j;ould  have  been  easily  avoided  if  adequate  mitigations  were  implemented 
Ln  a  timely  manner.  Unfortunately  the  subject  EIR  does  not  even  consider 
the  increase  in  congestion,  past  and  future,  on  streets  outside  of  the  down- 
town as  an  impact.  This  is  a  major  fault  of  the  EIR.  The  increase  in  congestion 

on  city  streets  will  cause  further  delays  and  crush-loading  in  Muni  service,  E.2.2.3 

E.3.2 

worse  than  prdicted  in  the  EIR.  g  ^ 

With  all  of  the  impacts  properly  assessed  we  can  proceed  to  E.6.4 
consider  mitigations.  The  EIR  lists  52  transportation  mitigations.  These 
mitigations  if  properly  implemented  would  tend  to  alleviate  the  impacts. 
However  the  EIR  presents  no  certainlty  that  the  mitigations  will  be  implemented. 

History  indicates  that  transportation  improvements  lag  the  need  until  we  learn 
to  accept  a  lower  quality  of  transit  and  that  the  improvements  never  quite 
return  us  to  our  previous  standards. 

There  are  three  major  requirements  which  must  be  im  place  before 
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mitigation  can  be  implemented.  The  EIR  is  only  a  wish  list  of  mitigations  and 

can  not  insure  that  they  will  be  implemented.  E.2.1.2 

E.6 

The  first  requirement  is  money.  Only  partial  funding  is  available 

for  the  initial  required  increases  in  transit  capacity.  The  necessary  future 

major  improvements  are  identified  but  there  is  no  firm  funding  commitment. 

Time  is  always  a  major  requirement  for  transportation  facility  additions. 

Lead  time  for  equipment  must  often  be  added  to  design,  public  review  and 

financing  requirements.  E.2.1.2 

E.2.7 

Probably  the  greatest  problem  of  all  is  political,  i.e.,  the 


E.6 


people  and  their  government  must  change: 

*  We  must  reduce  our  desire  to  drive  our  private  automobiles  into  Downtown. 

*  We  must  increase  our  willingness  to  accept  the  tumult  of  construction 
adjacent  to  our  businesses  and  homes. 

*  We  must  be  willing  to  pay  for  increases  in  transit  capacity. 

*  We  must  implement  a  Transit  First  Policy, 

Only  if  we  change  in  these  ways  can  we  maintain  reasonable  transit  standards 
while  the  downtown  grows.  What  most  of  us  want  is  the  perceived  advantages 
of  downtown  growth  without  paying  the  price  of  the  changes  required.  The 
EIR  is  completely  correct  when  it  points  out  that  these  changes  must  take 
place,  the  problem  is  that  everyone  hopes  that  someone  else  will  accept 
the  changes  not  them. 

Because  of  all  of  the  difficulties  involved  in  implementing  a 


E.3 

E.6 
E.6.2.4 


E.6.3 

mitigation  we  can  not  be  sure  that  they  will  be  implemented.  The  EIR  agrees 
that  many  of  the  mitigations  are  essential.  Page  V.E.I  of  the  EIR  states 
that  "if  the  plan,  or  proposals  similar  in  nature  or  intent,  are  not  followed, 
the  growth  rate  may  need  to  be  slowed  as  a  matter  of  deliberate  public  policy." 
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e  must  insist  that  the  necessary  mitigations  be  scheduled  item  by  item, 

n  the  EIR,  along  with  a  maximum  permited  annual  development.  In  fact,  since 

revious  impacts  have  already  reduced  the  quality  of  transit  service  some 

litigations  are  necessary  before  any  additional  development  should  be  allowed. 

herefore,  the  ordinance  which  creates  the  downtown  plan  should  include: 

')  A  low  annual  rate  of  development  until  some  of  the  HOV  and  contraflow 

ransit  lanes  discussed  in  mitigation  items  15  and  19  are  impliraented.  This 

ill  indicate  that  we  are  serious  about  the  solution  to  transportation 

roblems  and  to  encourage  people  to  comply  with  the  content  of  the  plan 

nd  improve  serv<ice  -fiJi^HSlje  transit  users,  all  at  very  little  expense, 

he  first  stage  should  also  include  the  completion  of  funding  and  the  completion 

if  a  significant  portion  of  the  Muni  and  BART  5  year  plans. 

;)  The  second  stage  should  include  a  finite  amount  of  development  in  parallel 
fith  completion  of  the  5  year  plans  and  additional  finite  amounts  of  develop- 
lent  should  only  be  permitted  after  each  step  of  necessary  transit  project 
;nd  system  change  is  undertaken.  If  the  ordinance  includes  a  requirement 
or  the  completion  of  the  mitigation,  the  developer  will  provide  the  necessary 
)ressure  to  implement  the  mitigation.  Care  should  be  taken  to  insure  that 
lone  of  the  steps  are  also  being  counted  as  required  for  service  in  other 

E.6 

:ounties.  P.2.1 
I  Since  we  believe  that  the  motivation  of  the  public  to  build  and 

ise  the  transportation  systems  necessary  to  insure  the  sucess  of  your  Downtown 
*lan  while  preserving  the  livability  of  our  City,  is  the  biggest  problem, 
ie  are  compelled  to  offer  you  the  53rd  mitigation.  We  stiggest  that  the  EIR 

.nclude  a  suggestion  that  the  parking  tax  be  increased.  The  tax  should  be 
)n  each  parking  place  and  should  be  increased  annually  until  tax  revenues 
•each  a  maximum,  i.e.,  the  percentage  decrease  in  the  number  of  parking  places 
LS  greater  than  the  percentage  lacrease  in  the  tax".  The 'annual  increase 
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d) 


E.6.4 


could  be  $100-200  per  parking  place  per  year  or  only  $.50  -  1.00  per 
working  day. 

Ultimately  the  City  would  be  collecting  additional  revenues  from  50,000 
parking  ^aces,  times  $2500  per  place  per  year  or  $125,000,000  per  year. 
This  could  be  used  to  fund  most  of  the  City's  trdnsit  improvements.  More 
importently  it  would  tend  to  induce  more  people  to  car  pool  or  ride  public 
transit  and  help  them  to  convince  their  county  governments  to  meet  their 
transit  obligations.  Your  Downtown  Plan  requires  a  revolution  in  peoples 
commuting  habits  for  fulfillment.  The  53rd  mitigation  provides  the  incentive 
to  start  1-he  revolution.  E.6.4 

If  you  can  see  that  there  is  a  probability  that  che  people  and/or 
their  governments  are  not  willing  to  take  all  of  the  steps  to  make  the 
Downtown  Plan  work  then  the  EIR  should  have  included  another  alternative. 
Development  could  be  severely  restricted  in  San  Francisco  and  ^  g^j^j 

h 

encouraged  in  the  East  Bay  communities.  Modern  electronics,  and  the  BiRT 


would  make  communication  between  the  seperate  downtowns  quite  efficinet. 
Transportation  times  for  the  new  downtown  workers  who  will  want  to  live  in 
the  East  Bay  will  be  10-15  minutes  shorter.  San  Francisco  would  have  time  to 
correct  the  present  shortages  of  transit  and  housing,  and  the  esthetic  and 
cultural  objectiUtes  of  the  plan  would  be  met  without  the  pressure  of  excessive 

D.3.2.4 

growth.  E.6.1 

Q.I 

Conventional  wisdom  holds  that  new  development  will  provide  jpbs  q  g 

for  unemployed  San  Franciscans.  This  is  not  so.  Unemployment  in  San  Francisco 
is  less  than  the  rest  of  the  State  and  Nation.  Our  unemployed  are  not  prepared 
to  perform  the  office  jobs  which  will  be  offered.  The  only  current  San  Fran- 
cisco residents  who  will  get  jobs  in  the  new  developments  are  construction 
workers.  These  jobs  will  only  be  temporary.  The  work  will  be  done  by  new 
people  to  the  area  who  will  try  to  squeeze  in  to  San  Francisco  housing  and 
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laik  you. 


•^isit  or  choose  to  live  in  the  surrounding  counties  with  similar  problems. 

jDust  be  very  careful  not  to  destroy  the  quality  of  life  in  San  Francisco 

)Denefit  people  who  haven't  yet  moved  here.  My  normal  tendencies  would 

i\ot  to  help  you  make  a  success  of  the  prnjprt< .  But,  I  have  learned 

the  years  that  the  development  will  proceed-,  so  let  us  do  it  right.  A.I 

B.5 


B.5.1 
B.6.3 
Z.1 
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FOR  BAY  AREA  COMMUTERS,  INC. 


May  3,  1984 

Mr.  Alec  S.  Bash 
Department  of  City  Planning 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


RECEIVED 


Dear  Mr.  Bash: 

RIDES  for  Bay  Area  Commuters  is  the  organization  with  the  primary 
responsibility  for  implementing  carpooling  and  vanpooling  programs  for 
San  Francisco  and  the  Bay  Area.    Consequently,  we  have  reviewed  the 
Downtown  Plan  Environmental  Impact  Report.    Our  review  concentrated 
primarily  on  section  V.E.  Transportation  and  Circulation  Mitigation 
Measures.    Our  comments  are  preceded  by  the  page  number  and  sub- 
heading.   General  comments  follow  the  specific  comments.  Z.1 

V.E. 12    14.  Provide  high  occupancy  vehicle  lanes  on  freeways  and 
freeway  on-ramps. 


Although  this  mitigation  measure  is  cited  as  a  primary 
incentive  that  will  encourage  individuals  to  rideshare  as 
congestion  worsens,  its  recommendations  are  vague.  Studies 
should  be  initiated  to  identify  corridors  where  HOV  lanes 
would  prove  effective.     Since  HOV  lanes  are  major  projects, 
they  will  require  strong  support  by  the  City  in  order  to  be 
implemented.  E&ZJZ 

V.E. 21    31.  Provide  preferential  parking  spaces  and  rates  for  carpools 
and  vanpools. 

Any  parking  structure  that  provides  preferential  parking  for 
vanpools  must  have  a  minimum  clearance  of  6 '9"  on  at  least  the 
entrance  level.     The  zoning  and  building  codes  should  reflect 
this  requirement.  E.6.4.1 

V.E. 23     35.  Require  transportation  brokers  to  be  employed  by  each 

major  new  development  or  by  groups  of  smaller  projects  in 
the  downtown. 

The  proposed  system  of  transportation  brokers  is  an  excellent 
approach  for  educating  individuals  and  making  commute  alterna- 
tives available  to  C-3  District  Employees  in  new  developments. 
If  the  system  is  effective  with  new  developments,  perhaps  a 
study  should  be  done  to  investigate  the  feasibility  of  a 
similar  system  in  existing  developments. 

V.E. 28     47.  Prepare  and  adopt  policies  that  would  permit  or  require 
private  developers  to  make  cash  payments  in  lieu  of 
providing  on-site  parking.  E.6.4 
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Channeling  developers'  money  to  peripheral  parking  would 
adversly  impact  regional  highways  and  bridges  by  providing 
incentives  (i.e.  parking)   for  individuals  to  drive.    A  more 
appropriate  use  for  the  resources  that  the  developers  save  by 
decreasing  parking  might  be  into  a  planned  commute  alterna- 
tives program.    Developers  could  plan  and  implement  extensive 
commute  alternative  programs  in  lieu  of  providing  on-site 
parking.    This  trade-off  is  currently  being  used  in  the  City 
of  Los  Angeles.  E.6 


General  Comments: 

1.  The  Downtown  Plan  assumes  that  increased  driving  costs  and 
increased  levels  of  congestion  will  automatically  increase  the 
percentage  of  transit  and  rideshare  users  by  approximately  13% 
each.    The  plan  also  calls  for  vast  improvements  in  the  transit 
system  to  reach  these  goals.    But  the  plan  makes  little  mention  of 
improvements  to  the  programs   (such  as  RIDES)   and  the  systems  that 
support  ridesharing.    We  feel  it  may  be  unrealistic  to  assume  such 
a  major  change  (i.e.  approximately  70,000  people  carpooling  and 
vanpooling  daily  by  2000)  without  increased  program  support  and 
direct  actions  by  the  City  to  provide  infrastructure  improvements 
that  aid  ridesharing  (such  as  preferential  parking  for  vanpool 
vehicles  in  City  garages,  high  occupancy  vehicle  treatments  on 

city  streets  and  the  like)  .  E.6.3.2 

2.  The  Downtown  Plan  calls  for  the  preparation  of  an  "annual  growth 
monitoring  report"  which  would  assess  the  effectiveness  of  the 
transportation  policies.    We  monitor  several  variables  that  might 
be  useful  to  include  in  this  report  (e.g.  the  number  of  vanpools 
we  are  assisting  that  commute  to  San  Francisco,  the  number  of 
applicants  in  our  data  base  with  a  destination  of  San  Francisco, 
the  percent  of  San  Francisco  applicants  that  are  placed  into 
carpools  and  vanpools,  etc.).  P2  3 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Downtown  E.I.R. 


Sincerely, 


Steve  J.  Beroldo 
Planner 


SJB:ka 
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AC  "Sansit 


508  16th  Street,  Oakland,  California  94612  □  (415)  891-4856 
Aiameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 


L.  A.  KliMBALL 

GENERAL  MANAGER  '^^Y       /  1*^84 


City    Planning   To'-nission  of 

San  Francisco 

4  50   McAl lister  Street 

San    Francisco,    r\  9  4102 

Qear   Men*)ers    of    tHe  Cor-nission 


The  AlarieHa-Contra  Costa  Transit  District  lias  rev!  evve  H  the 
currently  circu  latin, <»  San  Francisco  Oowntox.'n  Plan  (and  Draft 
«^nviron»iental  Iripact  "eport),  and  comnends  the  City  and  its 
^*  I  a  n  n  i  n  s  Depart  ne  n  t  staff  for  -j  n  d  e  r  t  a  !;  i  n  g  this  '1  i  f  f  i  c  u  I  t  but 
necessary  task  of  reviewing  policies  for  down  t  o>//n  de  ve  I  op>~»e  n  t  . 
The  District  is  especially  supportive  of  the  flan's  attempts  to 
discMSS  solutions  for  what  nany  rep,  ard  as  the  critical  issue  of 
continuinT  C"D  ^r  os'^t  h:  the  resulting  transportation  and  circula- 
tion   i  f  ip  acts.  2. 

I  np  roving  the  level  of  public  transit  service  to  the  dov/n  t  ov/n 
'-/ill  be  an  instr  une  ntal  factor  in  na  intaining  San  Francisco  as  a 
viable,  attractive  center  of  financial  and  c  ornne  rcial  activity, 
"hysical  transportation  i  np  r ovenen t s ,  such  as  transit  lanes, 
sub\./ays  and  t'Ovy  lanes,  and  transit  oper-'tional  i  r'-p  r  ovenen  t  s  ,  such 
as  preferential  treatment  of  bus  rather  han  auto  traffic  and  bijs 
shuttle  services  fr  o-n  transit  tertninals  to  local  points  of  inter- 
est, would  considerably  assist  transit  providers  in  serving  t!ie 
do^vnto^7n.      These   suggestions    of    the   Plan    should    be    i  iip  I  e-'en  t  ed . 

Z. 

In  addition  to  a  general  expression  if  sunport  for  the  !^o\,/n  t  ov/n 
^'  I  a  n  ,  AC  Transit  v/o  u  I  d  also  I  i  e  to  address  t\  'o  i  mp  ortant  ques- 
tions raised  directly  or  indirectly  by  the  Plan  as  tliey  pertain 
to     our     operations.  !t     may     be     helpful      to      (1)      clarify  the 

District's  position  on  providing  service  to  Sap  ^rancisco,  anti 
("?)  point  out  to  the  Comission  that  other  innovative  policies 
adopted  by  the  City  in  the  '.">ov/n  t  own  ^  I  a  n  could  r  e  a  t  I  y  assist  us 
in  further  accommodating  -lowntovi/n  d  e  v  e  I  opt  lo  n  t  .  C>u  r  specific  com- 
rie  n  t  s    foil  ow.  2.1 


Transit  Capacity.  For  the  many  additional  v  /o  r  e  r  s  v^/t1o  will  be 
comrmting  to  dov/ntown  San  Francisco  fro'i  the  Hast  '^ay  in  the  next 
ten  to  twenty  years,  only  the  PA^T  systern^  the  '-'Ian  indicates, 
has  dHv*»Ioped  an  expansion  prograri  to  han'lle  the  anticipated 
transit  demand;  AC  Transit  has  no  cor->p  arable  program  and  'lay  by 
thp  y^ar  ?0  00  be  unable  to  provide  bus  service  to  almost  300  0 
persons   \/ho  wo  u  I  d   no  r  ma  My    ride    t  r  a  n  s  ba  y    li  u  s  e  s  . 
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In  part,  the  assunption  about  AC  Transit's  capacity  plans  is 
accurate;  the  current  Short  Range  Transit  Plan  Hoes  not  identify 
fleet  expansion  for  trans  hay  service.  This  could  \/ell  change, 
however,  in  future  plans.  Presently,  there  is  adequate  capacity 
o  n  no  st  of  t!ie  Histrict's  transbay  lines;  we  have,  in  fact, 
observed  a  leveling  off  of  ridership.  In  coming  years,  the 
gro>vth  in  bus  comuting  to  San  Francisco  is  expected  to  resume 
and  the  District's  response  will  be  formulated  as  a  result  of  (1) 
a  long-range  planning  process,  recently  undertaken,  which  v/ill 
help  identify  existing  anH  unmet  transit  needs  in  our  service 
area  and  various  me a  ns  of  reallocating  Oistrict  resources  to 
better  serve  these  needs,  and  (2)  continuing  studies  of  high 
capacity  buses  that  can  be  substituted  for  standard  roaches  on 
heavily  used  bus  lines.  Roth  efforts  are  indications  of  the 
district's  continuing  attempts  to  respond  positively  to 
transportation    problems,    not    overlook    them.  2.1 

Funding  Transit  Service.  although  the  Oistrict  has  the  flexi- 
bility to  increase  existing  capacity,  certainly  in  the  short  term 
by  changing  our  fleet  mix  through  new  vehicle  purchases,  we  may 
not  have  (in  the  later  years  covereiH  by  the  Plan)  sufficient  re- 
sources to  operate  the  higher  level  of  transbay  service  required 
by  continuing  dov/nt  own  emp  loyment  3rovj'th.  r^ecause  AC  Transit 
receives  no  additional  public  transit  subsidies  in  the  form  of 
local  sales  or  property  taxes  from  economic  activity  outside 
Oistrict  boundaries,  vs/e  have  only  fare  revenue  or  other  local 
resources  to  draw  on  for  expanding  transbay  service.  Fare  rev- 
enue wo  uld  probably  be  far  fr  om  adequate  to  offset  added  opera- 
ting costs.  Surely  it  v/ou  I  d  be  unfair  to  our  fiany  local  and  ex- 
press riders  if  the  District's  limited  operating  resources  had  to 
be  redirected  to  facilitate  the  c  orTiu  t*^  of  San  Francisco  v^orkers 
living  in  the  East  Ray.  The  direct  and  indirect  costs  that  will 
be  faced  by  AC  Transit  as  a  result  of  i  mp  lef-ient  ing  the  Oovvntown 
Plan  ought  to  be  ackno>vl  edged  i^'ediately,  and  a  more  practicable 
way    found    for    funding   expanded        ansliay  operations. 


E.2.4 


The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  reco-^nizp  that  ^o>vntown  develop- 
nent  places  substantial  burdens  on  transit  operators  apart  from 
Mli^)|,  and  in  its  ongoing  deliberations  to  secure  increased  fund- 
ing for  the  Municipal  Railway,  also  provide  for  the  needs  of  ;> 
public  transit  provider  like  AC  Transit.  Transportation  impact 
or  related  fees  on  down  t  own  d  e  v  e I o  pme  nt  could  be  allocated  to  \C 
transbay  as  we  II  as  to  local  operations.  Tbe  "-"est  interests  of 
San  Francisco  and  the  region  would  be  served  vhen  those  who 
benefit  fr  om  down  t  own  de  v  e  I  o  pme  nt  (but  ar*"  also  responsible  for 
creating  serious  transportation  congestion)  are  required  to 
participate  directly  in  funding  the  appropriatf*  riitigation 
neasurps.  E.2.7.2 
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These  are  the  na  i  n  points  AC  Transit  wishes  to  bring  to  the  at- 
tention of  the  Tomission  anri  other  City  officials  studying  the 
nany  implications  of  the  Oov^n t own  Plan.  We  hope  they  are  received 
favorably,  and  the  City  of  San  Francisco  will  proceed  and  assist 
the  District  in  our  efforts  to  offer  transit  support  for  a  dy- 
namic   urban  economy. 


Sincerely, 


L . A.    Kimba I  I 
General  Manager 
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735  Carolina  3t .  A 
San  Francl«3CO.   CA  9^+10? 
May  1,198^ 


Dept.  of  City  Planning 
Downtown  Plan  EIR  Comment 

McAllister  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  9^102 

Dear  Sir; 


RECEIVED 


This  is  a  comment  In  vrrlting  to  the  Dept.  of  Cltv  Planrlng  on 
the  Downtown  Plan  and  lt*s  SIR  which  I  understand  must  be  taken 
Into  account  in  the  EIR. 

Since  the  1960s  I  hgve  watched  the  City  niushroom-  from  py  home 
on  Fotrero  Kill.     I  also  have  a  clear  view  of  the  freeways,  101 
and  280,  from  my  home  and  have  watched  the  morning  and  evening 
cor.irute  traffic  Jams  get  longer  and  lender. 

Much  of  the  development  entrendered  by  the  Sowntown  Plan  would 
take  place  south  of  Market  Street.  -N-lth  the  TDRs  it  could  be  very 
substantial  development.     The  Kl^sion  3ay  Project  is  another 
ria^-^ive  development  propo<?'=d  for  sleuth  of  Market  Street  with 
very  hisrh  density  and  millions  of  square  feet  of  office  <?pace. 
I  don't  see  how  the  Dowtown  Plan  ZIR  can  have  any  validity  or 
meanirg  without  Includinsr  the  effects  of  the  Mi.^sion  Bay  Project 
on  traffic,  density,  quality  of  life,  views,  etc.  in  the  Downtown 
Plan. 

The  stadium  is  yet  another  serious  South  of  Market  Street  proposal 
that  would  have  enormous  impact-  on  the  City  in  terms  of  traffic, 
congestion,  and  views  and  cannot  be  ia-nored.     Showclace  Square 
across  from  the  proposed  stadium  site  alr'=>ady  has  big  parking 
problems • 

Please  include  the  potential  effects  of  these  major  South  of 
Market  Street  projects  in  the  Bowntown  Flan  EIR. 

Sincerely, 
Mara:©  C.Bors 


S.1.1 


E.3.1 
Z.1 


B.1.1 
B.2.1 
B.2.3 
E.I. 1.1 
E.1.5 
E.I. 9 
D.2.5 


8.2. 2 
B.2.3 
N.2 

B.2.1 
B.2.2 
B.2.3 
E.1.0 
N.2 
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA— OFFICE  OF  THE  GOVERNOR 


GEORGE  DEUKMEJIAN,  Governor 


OFFICE  OF  PLANNING  AND  RESEARCH 


1400  TENTH  STREET 
SACRAMENTO,  CA  95814 


May  3,  1984^  

Ms.  Sally  E.  M.ixwell 

San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning 
450  McAllister,  5th  Floor 
San  FraacisGO,  CA  94102 


Subject:   SCH  #84032003,  EE81.3:    Downtown  Plan  EIR. 
Dear  Ms.  Maxwell: 

Hie  State  Clearinghouse  submitted  the  above  named  draft  Enviromental  Impact  R^rt 
(EIR)  to  selected  state  agencies  for  review.    Ihe  re/i&i  period  is  closed  and  the  oom- 
ments  of  the  individual  agency (ies)  is (are)  attached.    If  you  would  like  to  discuss 
their  concerns  and  reconmendationsr  please  contact  the  staff  from  the  appropriate 
agency (ies). 

When  preparing  the  final  EIRr  you  must  include  all  cGmments  and  responses  (CBQA 
Guidelines/  Section  15132) .    The  certified  EIR  must  be  considered  in  the  decision- 
making process  for  the  project.    In  addition^  we  urge  you  to  respond  directly  to  the 
commenting  agency  (ies)  by  writing  to  thea/  including  the  State  Clearinghouse  number  on 
all  correspondence. 

In  the  event  that  the  project  is  approved  without  adequate  mitigation  of  significant 
effects f  the  lead  agency  must  make  written  findings  for  each  significant  effect  and  it 
must  support  its  actions  with  a  writtai  statement  of  overriding  considerations  for 
each  'jnmiti gated  significant  effect  (CEBA  Guidelines  Section  15091  and  15093) . 

If  the  project  requires  discretionary  approval  fron  any  state  agency/  the  Notice  of 
Determination  must  be  filed  with  the  Secretary  for  Resources/  as  well  as  with  the 
County  Clerk.    Please  contact  Price  Walker  at  (916)  445-0613  if  you  have  any  questions 
about  the  environmental  review  process. 


Sincerely/ 


John  B.  Ohanian 
Qiief  Deputy  Director 


cc:  Resources  Agency 
attachment 
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I  m  o  r  a  n  d  u  m 


D»pujliif  lit  of  iUoHh  S*rvkM 


Terry  Roberts 

STATE  CLEARINGBDnSE 

1400  Tenth  Street,  Room  121 


Dot* 


AprU  25,  1984 


Subject :     Oowntcnm  Pl2m  EIR 
SCH  #84032003 


i    ENVIRONMENTAL  HEALTH  DIVISION 

714  P  Street,  Room  430  5'/^3^ 


322-2308 


The  Department  has  reviewed  the  siibject  environmental  document  and  offers  the 
following  coimnents. 

The  sections  on  noise  misconstrua  the  lase  and  meaning  of        and  land  use  cobi- 
patibility  CFigure  IV.  J.  1,  page  IV.  J.  2).    The  CGB^tibility  chart  is  to  be 
used  as  a  guideline  and  tool  for  land  use  decisions,  it  is  not  a  criterion  for 
acceptability  or  human  satisfaction  with  the  noise  environment.    For  example, 
recent  research  indicates  that  people  are  more  annoyed  by  aircraft  noise  than 
by  traffic  noise  of  equivalent        values.    About  10  percent  of  people  e3q>osed 
to  treif fic  noise  of         *  60  in  residential  ueas  report  being  highly  annoyed 
with  the  noise,  and  each  increase  of  1         is  associated  with  an  additional  2 
percent  being  highly  annoyed.    About  twice  these  numbers  are  highly  annoyed 
vhm  aircraft  axe  the  noise  sources.    More  ixnportantly ,  when  traffic  noise  ex- 
ceeds 60  L^  people  begin  complaining  and  group  and  leged.  actions  to  stop  the 
noise  should  be  es^cted  when  traffic  noise  exceeds  70  I^.    Of  course,  some 
people  change  their  modes  of  living  to  accoonodate  the  noise,  as  %'as  illustrated 
by  Appleyard  in  his  study  of  San  Francisco  neighborhoods.     (D.  Appleyard. 
Livable  Streets,  Berkeley:  a.C.  Press,  1961.) 

The  text  makes  reference  to  California's  Noise  Insulation  Standard  requiring 
noise  level  reductions  to        **  45,  and  by  iii^)licatioD.  the  noise  problaD  is 
mitigated  if  the  standard  is  attained  (see  bottom  peuragraph,  page  IV.  J.  17). 
It  is  worthwhile  to  estimate  what  this  means.    On  page  IV.  J.  11,  Pine  Street 
in  Subeurea  7  is  of  continuing  concern  because  noise  levels  are  at  and  will 
continue  to  be         «  75  (Table  IV.  J.  2).     In  order  for  indoor  noise  levels 
to  attain         "45,  30  dB  of  noise  reduction  is  required.    Thus,  bus  noise  at 
95  dBA  (page  IV.  J.  U)  will  attain  levels  of  65  dBA  indoors  (a  3  0  dB  reduc- 
tion) .    These  events  are  expected  to  occur  every  three  niinutes  during  rush 
hours.    If  these  events  occur  in  the  morning  or  nighttime  hours,  significant 
disruption  of  sleep  is  to  be  expected,  particularly  if  other  traffic  is  in- 
frequent (note,  the  discussion  about  the  intrusiveness  of  noise  at  the  top  of 
page  IV.  j.  11).    During  the  daytime,  men  would  be  required  to  use  "raised" 
voice  levels  (as  opposed  to  "normal"  levels)  to  be  ba^-pj-y  understood  if  they 
are  separated  by  a  distance  of  6  feet.    At  distances 
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increased  vocal  effort  would  be  required.    Women  and  children,  who  typically 

speak  more  quietly  than  men,  would  be  required  to  use  "raised"  voice  levels 

to  cGomunicate  at  distances  of  4  feet.     In  schools,  which  are  not  mentioned 

in  the  EIR,  typical  distances  between  teachers  and  students  are  greater  than 

4  to  6  feet.     If  the  distcuice  is  12  feet,  men  would  be  required  to  shout  in 

order  to  be  barely  understood  when  the  buses  pass.    Women  and  children  are  j 

unlikely  to  hear  or  understand  what  is  being  sadd  during  these  events. 

In  light  of  the  preceding  descriptions  of  amnoyauice  with  varying  levels, 
the  statement  on  page  VII.  J.  4,  that  "Differences  in  environmental  noise 
levels  of  less  than .3  dBA  are  not  detectable  to  the  human  ear"  is  in  error. 
The  statement  is  correct,  however,  if  the  referrent  is  the  noise  generated  , 
by  two  buses  passing  by  at  different  times. 

Project  developnents  include  numerous  conmiercial  enterprises.    Of  these, 
retail  uses  and  hotels  may  generate  significant  increases  in  heavy  truck 
traffic.    Bus  traffic  is  also  projected  to  increase.    Existing  and  projected 
ADTs  (average  daily  traffic),  number  of  buses  and  trucks,  hours  of  operation, 
etc.  aure  not  provided  in  Section  E  (page  IV.  E.  7,  f),  yet  such  data  axe  re- 
quired by  the  Highway  Traiffic  lioise  Prediction  Model  (see  "Source"  in  Table 
IV.  J.  2,  page  IV.  J.  10).    What  values  were  used  to  estimate  the  L^^qS  shown  J 
in  Table  IV.  J.  2? 

To  Mitiat  extent  has  the  City  attained  the  Trzuosportatico  Noise  Control  Objec- 
tives listed  in  Table  IV.  J.  1,  (page  IV.  J.  3)?    The  mitigation  measures  pro- 
posed (Section  J.,  page  V.  J.  1)  in  general  appear  to  repeat  those  Objectives, 
with  the  exception  that  Objective  1,  Policy  1  dealing  with  enforcement  of 
"noise  emission  standards  for  vehicles"  has  been  deleted.    It  appears  that 
diesel  buses  may  be  among  the  violators  of  those  standards .    If  so,  they  are 
inconsistent  with  Objective  1,  Policy  3,  which  "Limit (s)  City  purchase  of  J 
vehicles  to  models  with  the  lowest  noise  ^nissions  . . . . " 

Mitigation  measure  Number  1  (page  V.  J.  2)  suggests  that  maintaining  the 
"smoothest  possible  street  surfaces  . . .  would  noticeably  reduce  traffic  noise 
levels  . . . . "    What  is  the  expected  noise  level  reduction?  ^ 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  need  further  information  concerning  these  ccm- 
ments,  please  contact  Dr.  Jerome  Lukas  of  the  Noise  Control  Program,  Office 
of  Local  Environmental  Health  Programs,  at  2151  Berkeley  Way,  Room  No.  613,  J 
Berkeley,  CA  94704,  415/540-2665. 
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Donald  Lee  Nieto 

55  Bronte  St. 
S.'^.  Ca.  oljiio 

To  Planning  Commission 
Via  Mr.  Robert  Passmore; 

Dear  Sirs;  In  your  posession  is  a  3A  of  a  million  dollar  study.  A  document  un- 

partisan  and  non  political.  1500  hundred  pages,  I  hear.  And  h  or  more  inches  thick. 

No,  I  have  not  read  it.  It  is  doubtfull  if  any  man  has  done  so  completely.  It's  mind 

bo£gleing.  But  I  understand  that  it  also  presents  questions  as  well  as  ramifications 

regarding  what  is  commonly  known  as  "Manhattenizaticn".  Idealogicly,  as  planning 

commissioners  it  is  your  comm.ission  to  safeguard  the  public.  I  won't  speak  of  human 

failings  by  addressing  non  ideal  acts.  But  to  demand  that  this  "separate  of  poli'^ics" 

statement  be  considered  for  what  it  is;  an  omen.  Z.1 

Our  democracy  presented  an  issue  on  a  recent  ballot  regarding  the  proliferation 
of  office  towers.  Yea  or  \'ea.  Yea  nearly  vron.  ^ro.-r^  the  few  who  voted.  The  last  election 
drew  a  maximum  of  li4U,000  votes  on  an  iss  -.e  and  it  wasn't  for  whom  shall  reign  as  m^  -or 
elec".  l[|[i,000  out  of  600,000  eligibles.  ^ot  a  very  good  democratic  tumo-it.  I  use  to 
in  the  non  election  margin.  Did  not  something  turn  me  around?  I  wonder  what.  Of  that, 
yo'j  all  have  some  insight.  As  in  voices  round  about.  Too  '^ch]  ?o  sensitive.  It.'s  no 
wonder  to  m.e  why  I'm  currently  subdued.  But  my  vote  is  nay  on  manhattenizaticn  and 
gentrif ication.  3oth  product?  of  planning  decisions,  I  like  to  think  I'm  speaking  fcr 
the  "no  faith"  voters  who  don't  vote. 

Your  E.I.R.  hearing  by  law  has  brought  out  a  majority  by  a  long  shot  op':o"=ition 
to  acceptance  of  that  eir  simply  b'-'cause  it  is  i^printedK  I'd  like  it  examined  in  ".he 
?ense  presented  by  Commissoner  Biermm  before  the  closeing  of  that  last  meeting.  And  '.f 
the  problems  presented  by  the  eir  itself  can  not  be  satisfied  in  a  w-ay  pertinant  to 
human  rights,  then  we  arrive  at  a  no  growth  situation  and  riust  address  then  the  ecoro-'ts 
of  such  a  decree.  Face  up  to  iti  In  this  case,  Feinstein's  nerpensity.  And  also  "osco-.o's. 

The  leas':  among  us;  workers,  non  intellectMal? ,  the  oer.-^lexe-* ,  rely  on  wha'  ^^s 

not  been.  People  who  care.  I-^=alv,  a."^  commissicners  vou  ar^  oblig.ted  to  no  polic*i"iTn. 

S.1.1 

j^ealiFticly,   [  know  such  is  not  the  case.  3'!t  th^  sv^tem  is  cr  ocrted  an-^  "^xhibit-^d      ^  i 

idenli.c'ic  s^ns^.  As  c^r  ~ei'^'=^  ein '  s  r'^'^e'^t  3"idr°rs  to  vdu  all.  ''ou  c^"  i-nv  '--r. 

87  ^ 


What  marveloims  powerJ  ^fihat  a  statement  to  use  the  3/h  of  a  million  dollar  study 
against  her.  She  asked  that  you  rush  through  permits  and  when  her  written  rhotoric  was 
compleat,  she  could  not  even  look  uo  at  that  gnthering.  She  left  looking  at  bugs  on  the 
floor  of  that  mich  frequented  room.  Her  statement  is  only  an  opinion  that  vas  not  spokei 

generally  during  her  campaign.  You  do  not  have  to  go  along  with  what  her  perpensity 
dictates  to  herself,  Z.I 

''nlike  an  aporoval  of  an  office  tower  of  "no  signifir  ?nt  inpact"  that  is  somewhat 
Ifctrue  to  the  worH,  this  eir  purports  otherwise,  Regar-^ing  i-hat  it  addresses.  A  lot  it 
does  not  address.  Those  points  were  \<ell  ma"^e  by  professionals  during  said  hearing. 
Summerized  verly  eloquently  by  the  an^el  who  addressed  you  after  I  shouted  myself  to 
death.  In  all  sincerity,  I  a  peal  that  if  any;  yon  reread  the  transcript  of  h^s  uttera^.ces, 
That  forr.er  cable  car  operator  and  cabbie.  For  "iigo  or  bribes  do  blind".  That  I  think  of 
you  guys,  Z.1 

Consider  that  the  pyramid  building  is  the  ultimate  s  tateTient.  And  Jesus's  shroud 
the  other.  So,  we  are  between  the  rock  and  the  h-irH  olace.  A  biblical  saying.  That  b'-.ild- 
ing  represents  the  other  side.  Christians  vrs  fanatics.  Stiff  necks  vrs  reason.  JiPt  how 
long  will  HE  hold  up?  Both  Jews  and  Christians  of  Nazi  Termany  fot  it  so  that  tells  me 
something.  And  of  course  the  nazi's  got  it.  Rings  of  ?iebucna'inazz^r  and  cnptivity  of  the 
past.  In  the  end.  Neb  got  it.  For  the  word  became  perverted.  I  address  those  facts  "'Mder 
God"  our  'rotector  that  we  relinquished.  As  proven  by  magic 'f  eye.  Z.1 

You  all  are  in  prime  ■  osition  to  draw  from  that  eir  ler=t  we  fall  into  furt^^r  err:  r. 
I've  been  punished  into  writeing  all  this,  "^'m  not  crazy.  Nor  a  pr^nhet.  lut  some  -"ay,  a 
prophecy.  I've  been  shaken  into  belief.  An^i  this  is  his  warning  that  you  all  lighten  jp. 
rhe  mayor  "refuses  to  listen,  I  refuse  to  act  as  per  infelic  sayings.  As  per  violence.  Z.1 

Harvey  Milk  described  ^'einstein  as  that  "wicked  witch  of  the  west".  From  all  that 

I've  seen  of  her  rh-^toric,  I  totally  agree.  Moscone,  the  same.  As  the  lord  decreed,  '^ow, 

T  wasn't  particualarly  religious  in  days  past  but  fcbattherp  v;as  something  natural  about 

me  that  made  me  what  I  am;  for  the  most  part — honest.  Climb  Mt.  St,  I^elms  for  a  char^''^. 

But  being  honest  is  the  ultimate  charge.  Beat?  any  p^ak.  And  nost  sc-jrray.  Minus  tY<=  a. 
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One  more  page.  Grant  the  indulgence.  Ignore  the  typos.  "'lelt  city  hall"  with 
parsion.  Scale  the  peak.  So  we  can  well  speak.  Exercise  ajthority.  In  the  name  of 
canity.  You  must  all  have  eno  gh  money  for  life  if  y^ii  fet  ^ire^.  If  nothing  else, 
collaborate  on  a  book  regarding  your  turnaroimd.  For  yoii  all  Ho  have  significant 
inpact  of  people's  lives  and  that  I  levy  against  you  all.  So  helo  me  COD.  Good  and 
compassionate.  And  terrible.  The  judfe  of  all.  ^ven  if  God  is  only  a  spirit  vhich  is 
impossible  to  believe.  In  that,  I  deny  the  new  testament,  ^or  it  is  written,  "God  is 
a  spirit."  Agreeded  I  am  short  on  understanding.  ';ut  literally,  that  statement  is  not 
true.  I  appeal  to  you  only  as  a  spiritual  man,  Cod  made.  And  a  reoenter  from  acr^s  per- 
formed on  me.  Z.I 

i 

j  I  can  not  write  or  address  you  all  on  a  secular  basis,  ^.epardless  o*"  what  is  siid, 

the  power  is  in  your  hands  to  do  what  you  want.  I  must  appeal  to  your  hidden  soiri t -qlitv. 

I 

In  that,  the  church  does.  We  are  not  silly.  Our  eyes  are  open  to  magician's  reality  of 
their  useing  spirits  above,  /vhat  can  be  considered  as  th?  thirH  party.  Now  you  know.  If 
I  you  knew,  then  I  know  where  you  or  you  all  are  coming  from.  In  that  statement  prior,  t 
:  may  have  erred.  But  now  city  hall  knows  I  prayed.  And  ar.  at  wit's  end.    .  Z.I 

A  scientist  once  addressed  Su':ervisor  Nancy  '-alker  regarding  the  nuclea:'  threat 
I  and  use  of  nuclear  reactor  discoveries.  He  said,  ".\e  only  discover.  You  are  the  manage- 
ment." Oh,  of  such  hands  of  politicians  who  taketh  the  bribe  and  swao  favors  to  be  in 
such  a  decission  makeing  position.  Expect  nothing.  Rebell  an-.i  be  no  longer  a  politician. 
The  elected  of  similar  minds.  Z.1 
Now,  finally,  the  existance  of  God  also  sa-'s  t'-^e  existence  of  satan.  An  eqial  vitr 
i  Cod  ir  power.  Which  indeed  tends  to  make  God  as  a  snirit.  '•'ith  that  in  mind  consi-ier  •vh.Tt 
do  and  perhaps  we  can  admit  to  being  signers  vhich  is  v.'hv  satan  has  not  be  destr-^  -o-' . 
That  will  bp  th«  job  of  Leviathan,  the  or  ohery  of  Job  hi,  ''saiah  2"^         will  sla''  the 
'  '""ragon)  psaln  1014-2-^,  7h-lh.  Z.1 
I  In  your  minds,  you  must  know  you  all  do  wrong.  This  day  you  challenge  m^  wh«>n  you 

do.  well,  one  way  to  slay  satan  is  to  reveal  it.  ;-ave  I  not  revealed  the  slanderer?  *s 
not  t>e  gist  of  all  this,  understandable?  loes  not  you  do'.ibt  mak°  you  all  liko  so  .-jcr 

:  excrement?  And  vrho  causes  doubt?  Is  it  not  th°  .^landerer?  ?o,  ^°ar  my  -ravr.  Z.1 
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Mr.  Alec  S.  Bash 
Environmental  Review  Officer 
Department  of  City  Planning 
450  McAllister 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  Mr.  Bash: 

Re:    The  Downtown  Plan,  Draft  EIR 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the 
above-referenced  document.    BART  staff  has  several  comments.  Z.I 

At  this  time  BART  revised  its  1.3  load  factor  objective  and 

now  uses  a  1.5  load  factor  during  the  peak  hour  as  a 

planning  "rule  of  thumb."  E.2.3 

In  the  text  on  page  V.E.4  it  is  noted  that  the  "BART  expan- 
sion program  will  not  start  until  after  1986  because  of  the 
on-going  fire  hardening  program."    This  is  not  accurate.  The 
BART  expansion  program  consists  of  seven  key  projects,  all  of 
which  are  currently  being  implemented.    These  projects 
include: 

1.  Acquisition  and  delivery  of  150  new  C-cars. 

2.  New  on-board  automatic  train  control  (ATC). 

3.  KE  track  -  a  third  track  through  Downtown  Oakland. 

4.  Vehicle  fire  hardening  program. 

5.  Integrated  control  system. 

6.  Daly  City  turnback/storage  facility. 

7.  Primary  train  detection  system.  E.2.3 
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Mr.  r  c  S.  Bash 

Depa>  ...lent  of  City  Planning 

April  30,  1984 

Page  2 


New  train  service  will  be  phased  in  over  a  five  year  period 

beginning  in  the  Fall,  1984  with  the  addition  of  two  peak 

period  transbay  trains.    The  fire  hardening  program  is  not 

an  obstacle  as  implied  in  the  text,  but  is  one  of  several 

key  elements  in  the  overall  program.  E.2.3 

Also,  in  Table  VII. E.l  both  1984  and  1990  patronage  should 

be  corrected  as  indicated  on  the  attached  copy  of  that  p  o  -» 

same  table.  ^'^'^ 

And  finally,  enclosed  for  your  information  is  the  BART 

extension  staging  implementation  program.  Z.I 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  call  Bruce  Bauer  at 
extension  464-6173. 

Sincerely, 


Barbara  A.  Neustfadter 
Manager  of  Planning 

cc:    B.  Bauer 

G.  Gleichman 
M.  Birkenthal 
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BART  EXTENSION  STAGING 


(The  several  segmencs  shown  under  each  Roman 
ntnneral  are  understood  co  be  Impleaenced 
concurrently. ) 

INCLUDED  WITHIN  CURRENT  THREE-COUNTY  DISTRICT  PRIORITY 
I.    North  Concord/West  Pittsburg 
Irvlngton/Warm  Springs 
Castro  Valley/Dublin 
San  Francisco  Airport 
II.    Pittsburg/West  Antioch/East  Antioch 

Fleasanton/West  Livermore/East  Liveraore 
San  Francisco* 
1-80  Corridor  (Partial) 
III.    San  Francisco* 

1-80' Corridor  (Partial) 
San  Ramon  Corridor 

STATIONS  OUTSIDE  CURRENT  DISTRICT  (Subject  to  a  satisfactory 

cost-sharing  arrangement) 

I.    Serramonte/Tanf oran 
II.  Millbrae 

Milpitas/San  Jose 
III.    Burlingame/Menlo  Park/Palo  Alto/San  Jose 

*San  Francisco  has  a  3ART  coraait^ient  for  a  northwest 
corridor  extension  or  an  equivalent  project. 

Board  adopted  September  1,  1983 
Board  amended  February  2,  1984 
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BEFORE  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS  OF  THE 
SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 


In  the  matter  of 
Improved  access  to 

the  Oakland  Airport/  Resolution  No.  3095 

BE  IT  RESOLVED,  that  the  Board  of  Directors  of 
the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 
supports  the  establishment  of  a  people -mover,  or 
some  other  mode  of  travel,  to  the  Oakland  Airport 
before  or  at  the  same  time  that  an  extension  of 
BART  Is  built  to  the  San  Francisco  Airport. 


#  #  # 


Adopted  February  2,  1984 
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Chinatown  Neighborhood 
Improvement  Resource 
Center 


May  2,  1984 


Conunissioner  Toby  Rosenblatt 
Planning  Commission 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


.  i  J 


"  i'^ 


RE:      DOWNTOWN  PLAN  EIR 


Dear  Commissioner  Rosenblatt: 

On  behalf  of  the  Chinatown  Neighborhood  Improvement  Resource 
Center,   I  would  like  to  express  some  concerns  about  the  Downtown 
Plan  and  its  potential  impacts  on  the  Chinatown  community.  Our 
analysis  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  reveals  some 
disturbing  consequences  and  leaves  many  important  questions 
unanswered . 


Z.1 


The  Plan  permits  downtown  growth  to  continue  at  an  unrelenting 
pace  -  a  pace  which  will  cause  hardships  for  all  of  San 
Francisco's  neighborhoods.    These  impacts  will  harm  Chinatown  to 
a  disproportionate  extent.     Increased  demands  for  housing, 
parking,  open  space,  and  transit  will  be  crippling  in  our 
neighborhood,  where  the  shortage  of  these  necessities  of  urban 
life  is  well  known.     It  is  important  to  remember  that  downtown 
does  not  sit  in  a  vacuum  and  that  not  all  negative  impacts  of 
growth  will  be  within  the  financial  district  itself. 

According  to  the  Environmental  Impact  Report,   the  Downtown  Plan 
will  allow  growth  sufficient  to  attract  an  additional  30,300  new 
downtown  office  workers  by  the  year  2000.     An  increase  of  1,000 
to  1,500  new  housing  units  will  be  necessary  annually  to  house 
these  newcomers.     The  EIR  states,   however,    that  "housing  growth 
in  San  Francisco  will  not  increase  in  proportion  to  C3  district 
job  growth."    Those  of  us  in  the  business  of  providing  housing 
know  how  difficult  producing  new  units  is,  and  the  implementation 
schemes  proposed  in  the  Plan  leave  many  questions  unanswered. 
Where  are  these  people  going  to  live?    It  is  likely  that  many  of 
these  employed  newcomers  are  going  to  be  seeking  housing  in  the 
extended  Chinatown  area  -  North  Beach,   Telegraph  Hill,  Russian 
Hill,    etc.   -  competing  against  current  residents,  particularly 
families  moving  out  of  Chinatown. 


B.I 
B.2.1 
8.2. 2 

8.4 

D.  3.1 
E.2.2.3 

E.  3.2 
E.4.2 

N.2 


615  Grant  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San  Francisco,  California  94108-2498    415  '  391-4133 
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8.4. 2 

D.3.1 


I 


Commissioner  Toby  Rosenblatt 
May  2,  1984 
Page  Two 


While  the  growth  permitted  under  the  Downtown  Plan  will  certainly 
increase  the  demand  for  housing,   the  mechanics  of  increasing 

supply  are  vague.  Af fordability,    unit  size,   location,   and  0,4 

ownership  are  unaddressed.  q^5 

The  Environmental  Impact  Report  says  that  the  Plan  "could 
accelerate  the  spillover  of  office  activities  into  Chinatown  and 
North  Beach".     Obviously  we  are  not  dealing  with  new  construction 
on  vacant  land:     new  office  growth  within  Chinatown  and  North 
Beach  must  inevitably  displace  existing  small  businesses  and 
housing.     Additionally,  we  must  remember  that  Chinatown  housing 

needs  dictate  public  policy  priority  for  affordable  housing  A.3 

construction  on  sites  near  the  Chinatown  core  area.    Two  examples  B.4 

of  sites  which  have  already  been  lost  to  this  process  are  the  D.4 

Savoy  Garage  site  and  the  Pacific/Montgomery  site.    Both  of  these  D»6 

sites  were  identified  as  housing  opportunity  sites  in  the  1972  N.2 

Chinatown  701  study.     Both  are  now  office  buildings.  2.1 

We  are  particularly  concerned  about  the  potential  for  the 
Downtown  Plan  to  encourage  new  office  building  construction  on 
the  fringes  of  Chinatown  contiguous  to  the  financial  district. 
For  example,   the  stretch  of  Kearny  Street  between  Sacramento  and 
Washington  Streets  is  quite  vulnerable.     The  area  surrounding 
these  blocks  will  be  limited  to  height  limits  between  75  and  250 
feet  while  the  Chinatown  height  limit  will  remain  at  300  -  320 
feet.     Clearly,   this  disparity  could  serve  to  encourage  developer 
interest  in  Chinatown.     For  this  reason,  we  support  the  B.4. 
establishment  of  interim  controls  on  Chinatown  pending  the  A.3 
rezoning  currently  being  studied  by  the  Department  and  community.  Y.2 

The  transit  needs  of  Chinatown  residents  are  currently 
underserved  and  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  is  quite  graphic 
about  the  requirement  for  new  transit  facilities  to  bring  new 
office  workers  in  and  out  of  downtown.     The  mechanisms  to  finance 
and  implement  these  improvements  -estimated  to  cost  billions  of 
dollars  -  is  unstated.     What  impact  will  this  tremendous  growth  in 
transit  demand  have  on  the  lines  which  barely  serve  Chinatown 
needs?     Will  it  be  possible  for  Chinatown  residents  to  board  a  30 
Stockton,   1  California,   or  15  Kearny  during  rush  hour?     Will  it  beE^2l 
possible  to  walk  on  the  streets  of  Chinatown?     The  EIR,   assuming  £,2.33 
optimistic  transit  growth  and  that  3,000  City  residents  will  give 
up  driving  to  work,   projects  a  6,000  space  parking  deficit.  Where 
will  those  cars  park? 

Portsmouth  Square  is  an  oasis  in  Chinatown.     Thousands  of  people 
enjoy  that  bit  of  open  space  daily.     What  will  that  square  be  like 
with  250-foot  tall  buildings  -  or  higher  if  tapered  -  one  block 
to  the  South?     Questions  such  as  these  concerning  open  space, 
housing,    transit,   and  parking  are  not  sufficiently  addressed  in 
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Conunissioner  Toby  Rosenblatt 
May  2,  1984 
Page  Three 


A.3 

D.  3.1 

E.  2.2 
E.4.2 
H.3.1 


the  Downtown  Plan  Environmental  Impact  report.  1^ ^ 

The  Planning  Department  is  now  embarking  on  a  new  plan  for 
Chinatown.    But  will  such  a  plan  be  meaningful  if  our 
neighborhood  is  shadowed,   gridlocked,   and  displaced  by  Downtown? 
It  is  vitally  important  that  Chinatown  be  considered  during  the 
Downtown  planning  process  and  that  interim  controls  be  instituted 
to  protect  Chinatown  while  planning  occurs. 


Sincerely, 


Gordon  Chin 
Executive  Director 

cc:     Mayor  Dianne  Feinstein 
Planning  Commissioners 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


May  11,  1984 


D(   jirtment  of  Public  Worlcs 

Offic*  of  the  Director 

Downtown  Plan  DEIR 

File  #39 

Mr.  Alec  Bash  RECEIVED 

Environmental  Review  Officer  w  i  A  1Qft4 

Department  of  City  Planning  MAY     ^  '^o'* 

450  McAllister  Street  city  a  county  of  s.f. 

San  Francisco,   CA  94102  dept.  of  city  puanninc 

Dear  Mr.  Bash: 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  documents  and  offer  the  following 
comments  regarding  the  transportation  sections: 

1.  The  transportation  analysis  projects  that  there  will  be  some 
differences  in  peak-hour  travel  to  and  from  the  C-3  district 

in  the  peak  hour  (Table  VII. E.l)  by  the  year  2000.     It  is  diffi- 
cult, however,   to  discern  from  the  analysis  how  much  impact  the 
Downtown  Plan  or  the  Alternatives  themselves  would  have  at  the 
regional  or  downtown  screen  lines.     Page  IV.E.31  of  the  text 
states  that  "non  C-3  components  of  vehicular  travel  at  regional 
screenlines  have  been  projected  on  the  basis  of  historical 
trends",  whereas  Table  IV. E. 3   (pg.   IV.E.35),   footnote  (b) 
states  that  "if  the  Plan  Goals  are  achieved,  the  traffic  vol- 
umes for  the  years  1990  and  2000  would  be  similar  to  those 
shown  for  1984."     The  latter  indicates  that  non  C-3  traffic 
growth  at  the  regional  screenlines  would  not  occur,  and  perhaps 
this  footnote  is  in  error.     In  any  case,  a  chart  or  table 
surairiarizing  the  breakdown  of  projected  C-3  and  non  C-3  person 
trips  and  vehicle  trips  at  the  regional  and  downtown  screen- 
lines  would  be  helpful  in  putting  the  magnitude  of  the  C-3 
portion  of  the  transportation  impacts  of  the  various  alter- 
natives into  better  perspective.  E.1.8 

2.  It  would  also  be  helpful  to  the  understanding  of  the 
differences  between  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  various  alter- 
natives to  list  together  in  a  summary  those  impacts  that  will 
occur  under  all  of  the  alternatives  to  more  or  less  the  same 
degree  and  to  list  separately  those  impacts  that  vary  to  a 
considerable  degree.     Such  a  summary  might  help  to  focus 
attention  on  what  impacts  a  decision  may  eventually  affect. 


3.     The  transportation  impact  assessment  states  in  part  that 
"peak  hour  conditions  would  be  expected  to  deteriorate  at 
all   ...   intersections  by  the  year  2000.     Expanded  areas  of 
traffic  congestion  would  disrupt  surface  Muni  operations... 
Peak  of  the  peak  conditions  would  be  expected  to  occur  over 
longer  periods  by  the  year  2000."   (Pg.   IV. E . 34, Para . 3 ) . 
The  community  services  impact  assessment  (Pg.VII.F.4,  Table 
F.3)   indicates  that  there  would  be  no  additional  demand  for 
Police  Department  personnel  in  the  C-3  district  to  regulate 
traffic  in  the  year  2000.     Also,   no  mention  is  made  to  poten- 
tial impacts  on  fire  and  police  department  emergency  response 
times.     Given  the  transportation  impact  assessment  for  year 
2000,   the  impact  assessment  in  these  areas  should  be  re- 
examined . 


F.2 


(41 S)  558-3671 


Room  260.  City  Hall 
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San  Francisco  94102 


Mr.  Alex  Bash 
May  11.  1984 
Page  2 


4.  Many  of  the  transportation  mitigation  measures   (Section  V.E.) 
do  not  appear  to  be  mitigation  measures  at  all   (measures  7,8,9, 
18,20,22,36,46,50,51  and  52).     These  measures  call  for  initiating 
studies,  which  in  and  of  themselves  cannot  mitigate  impacts. 
Perhaps  these  should  be  discussed  separately?  g^g 

5.  Mitigation  measure  24  (Embarcadero  Freeway  Removal)  should 
not  be  considered  a  transportation  mitigation  measure  since  it 
"could  result  in  increased  congestion  on  city  streets."  Perhaps 
this  measure  would  more  appropriately  be  included  as  a  measure 

to  mitigate  land  use  or  urban  design  impacts?  E.6.3.1 

6.  A  number  of  measures   (19,24,27,28,41,45,48  and  49)  proposed 
to  mitigate  one  particular  im^pact  will  actually  exacerbate  other 
impacts.     For  instance,   the  installation  of  additional  Transit 
only  lanes  and  streets   (M.19)  may  require  additional  police 
enforcement  to  insure  motorist  compliance.     This  in  turn  will 
reduce  available  roadway  for  truck  and  auto  circulation  and/or 
curbside  access,  which  could  lead  to  delivery  problems,  in- 
creased congestion  and  the  need  for  additional  police  control. 
Measures  41  and  45  will  probably  lead  to  requests  for  additional 
raidblock  crosswalks  which  could  add  to  congestion  and  safety 
problems.     The  inter-relationships  of  these  mitigation  measures 
should  be  discussed  to  indicate  the  potential  impacts  of  the 
proposed  measures  themselves. 

7.  Measures  27  and  28  need  much  better  definition  to  be  under- 
stood and  assessed.     For  instance,  mitigation  26  proposes  to 
channel  auto  traffic  to  primary  vehicular  streets.      In  the  C-3 
district,   there  are  no  primary  vehicular  streets  connecting 
north  and  south  of  Market  Street  between  Sixth  Street  and  the 
Embarcadero.     How  is  it  proposed  to  divert  auto  traffic  away 
from  the  in-between  streets?     The  raethods  should  be  known  in 
order  to  assess  not  only  how  successful  the  measure  may  be 

but  also  to  assess  how  much  the  measure  may  impact  other  trans- 
portation and  community  services. 


E.6.3.1 
E.6.3 


8.     Page  l.E.4,Para.l  and  IV. E . 34 , Para . 3  single  out  two  of  ten 
intersections  analyzed  in  the  downtown  area  as  to  impact  on 
level  of  service.     Is  a  discussion  of  two  specific  intersections 
within  the  downtown  really  appropriate  in  the  context  of  this 
report?  E.3.2 
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Mr.  Alex  Bash 
May  11,  1984 
Page  3 


9.     Page  VII. E. 2,   last  Para.,   assumes  that  policies  on  growth 
in  the  C-3  district  would  have  no  effect  on  development  outside 
the  C-3  district  (the  remainder  of  San  Francisco  and  the  region) 
that  would  impact  the  transportation  network  serving  San  Fran- 
cisco.    Wouldn't  such  an  assumption  tend  to  magnify  the  differ- 
ences between  alternatives  and  be  a  worse  case  assumption? 

We  hope  our  comments  will  be  of  help  to  you  in  finalizing  the 
EIR. 


Very  truly  yours. 


Jeffrey  Lee 

Director  of  Public  Works 
and  Cj^an  Water  Program 


Frank  H.  Mos&^  Ji2{^ 
Deputy  Director  for 
Engineering  and 
City  Engineer 
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PRzamofT 

DONALD  RAMACCIOTTl 
1426  Florida  Straal 
e24-9S0S 

VICE  PRUIDENT 

JOHN  NUNO 

RKCORDINO  8ECRETABY 

RUTH  KOOERER 
1031  Traoi  Av*nu* 

lORIIEaPONDtNC  SECRETAXY 

NEVADA  REBAGUATI 
1380  Utah  Str««t 
M7-0328 

TKEAStniEII 

GRACE  MORASCI 

SERCEVrr  AT  AJita 

NEUO  LENZl 

TBUSTCES 

URRY  KOLLERER 

LOUISE  TOBIN 

EDNA  WOODS 
lEANNE  BAGALA 


SINCE  1949 


RECEIVED 

MAY  1  7  1984 

CyVt  ft  COUNTY  OF  S.F. 
DEFT.  OF  CmC  PLANMINa 


May  15,  19^^ 


Hon.  Toby  Rosenblatt 
Plannine  Commission 
City  Hail 

San  Francisco,  Ca.  91102 
Dear  Mr.  Rosenblatt: 


We,  of  the  East  Mission  Improvement  Assoc.,  Inc., 
reviewed  several  articles  in  the  Downtown  Plan  of 
March  16,  19^4  Environmental  Impact  Report,  and 
found  that  the  enviornraental  effects  of  impleraentincr 
the  alternatives  could  be  very  significant  in  several 
areas. 

^Vhen  more  offices  are  build,  more  people  come  to  the 
city  daily,  which  effects  our  water  systems,  sewer 
services,  noise,  odors,  water  runoff,  water  quality  & 
its  use.    It  also  effects  our  schools,  public 
transportation,  our  Recreation  &  Park  facilities. 


Z.1 


J 

F 
E 


We  feel  that  more  consideration  should  be  given  to  the 
above  areas.    More  serious  thought  should  be  given  to 
the  sewer  department,  since  the  more  sewage  we  have  the 
more  it  will  cost  the  tax  payers,  which  we  feel  are 
taxed  too  high  now,  especially  the  ones  on  set  incomes, 
which  are  many  in  San  Francisco.  F.I 

The  report  found  these  thin©  insignificant,  grant  you, 
to  outsiders  it  would  be,  but  anyone  living  in  the  city 
would  certainly  think  twice  before  giving  a  final  approval 
on  many  of  the  subjects.  ~      ^  j 


We  feel  a  large  community  cannot  be  planned  without 
considering  the  invironment. 

We  feel  the  public  review  period  is  insufficient  for 
the  public  to  respond  to  such  a  complex  document, 
therefore,  our  organisiitio.".  feels  more  consideration 
should' be  given,  before  it  is  accepted. 


Z.1 


S.1.3 


Sincerely, 

Mrs.  Nevada  Rebagliati 
Corresponding  Secretary 


DR/NR 
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SAN  FRANCISCANS  FOR  REASGNmBLE  GROWTH 

88  FIRST  STREET,  ROOM  600 •SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94105  •TELEPHONE:  (415)566-7050 

RECEIVED 
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DCP/OER  TvoFS. 
450  McAllister  St.  *i,'J2r*o5?li? Vuanhin 

San  Francisco,  CA.  94102  May  17,  1984 

RE:  Downtown  Plan  DEIR  (EE  81.3) 

General  Comments  on  Transportation  Section 


The  DEIR,  in  evaluating  both  the  Setting  and  the  Impacts 
of  the  proposed  Downtown  Plan,  its  Alternatives,  and  possible 
Mitigations,  continues  the  seriously  flawed  practice  that  has 
constantly  compromised  the  accuracy  of  the  Transportation  sections 
of  all  environmental  impact  reports  prepared  by  the  Department  of 
City  Planning. 

The  problem  is  that  the  capci cities  of  all  the  various 
transportation  systems/routes  -  including  freeways,  roadways,  bridges, 
bus  transit  routes,  rail  transit  routes,  and  car  pool /van  pool 
systems  dependant  on  road  access  -  are  rated  as  they  exist  now  and/or 
as  they  are  proposed  for  future  development  at     theoretical  levels 
that  are  not  discounted  to  reflect  the  undeniable,  documentable  fact 
that  in  real  life  their  average  perfomance  never  acheives  those 
levels. 


E.2.1 
E.2.2.3 


Thus  the  amount  of  transportation  avaiable  to  offset  the  demands 
of  new  development  is  constantly  overstated,  hence  seriously 
understating  the  negative  impacts  of  that  development. 


Capacity  should  reflect  the  average  equipment  availability  of 
a  multi-year  period.  MUNI  maintains  such  records. 


E.2.1 
E.2.2.3 


While  projects  are  being  approved  one-by-one  this  issue  is 
not  dramatic.  But  given  the  obvious  cumulative  role  of  the  Downtown 
Plan  and  its  EIR  that  may  never  be  repeated,  this  issue  must  be 
fully  addressed  in  the  EIR  and  all  computations  of  capacity  revised  E.2.1 
downward  accordingly.  E.2.2.3 

Several  examples  should  suffice  to  drive  home  this  point. 
Nobody  can  claim  honestly  that  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 
has  consistently  delivered  its  full  schedule  of  service  -  and  hence 
its  capacity  as  identified  in  the  DPDEIR  -  for  any  significant  length 
of  time  in  the  last  ten  years.  This  results  from  several  different  E.2.1 
types  of  causes:  E.2.2.3 

1.  Lack  of  equipment  to  meet  the  schedule.  Over  the  years  these 
"maintenance  crises"  have  been  repeated  at  least  three  times, 
receiving  great  amounts  (jf.local  press  coverage.  It  is  likely 
all  scheduled  "runs"  have^oeen  even  started  as  much  as  25%  of  E.2.1 
all  the  workday  rush  hours  of  the  past  ten  years.  E  2.2.3 


E.2.1 
E.2.2.3 
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2.  All  runs  that  are  started  are  not  fully  completed.  Most  runs 

i  nclude  several  round  "trips"  on  a  given  route  or  combination 
of  routes,  and  on-the-street  breakdowns  -  which  we  all 
repeatedly  witness  personnally  -  obviously  reduce  the  number  E.2.1 
of  those  Lrips  actua"'ly  delivered.  E.2.2.3 

Capacity  then  should  be  further  reduced  to  reflect  the  average 

incidence  of  in-service  equipment  breakdowns  for  a  multi-year  E.21 

period.  MUNI  maintains  such  records.  E.2.2^ 

3.  Even  when  the  equipment  performs  well,  all  scheduled  trips  are 
not  fully  completed.  This  is  due  to  general  traffic  congestion 
and  specific  disruptions  that  cause  transit  vehicles  to  fall 
seriously  behind  their  schedule.  In  some  cases,  vehicles  are 

"turned  back"  before  completing  a  full  route,  in  others  one  E.2.1 
or  more  trips  per  vehicle  are  never  made.  E.2.2.3 

Rush  hour  capacity  should  be  even  further  reduced  to  reflect 
this  everyday  reality,  especially  in  the  IMpacts  section  since 
it  is  acknowledged  that  the  Downtown  Plan  will  seriously 
exacerbate  street  congestion.  Gridlock  conditions  at  key 
intersections  can  lead  to  occassional  total  failure  of  certain 
routes  for  periods  in  excess  of  one  hour. 


E.2.1 
E.2.2.3 


4.  These  consistent  ca-^^.city  reducing  c'rcumstances  apply  to  E.2.1 


the  y-m  LRV  system  as  well 


E.2.2.3 


The  fact  that  MUNI  may  propose  to  "solve"  all  these  problems 
somehow  in  the  future  is  not  relevant  to  EIR  analysis.  Promised  improvements, 
whether  in  a  Five  Year  Plan  or  made  by  some  elected  official,  have 
been  o'^'fered  ever  and  over  in  the  pe  t,  wi"ch  the  same  dismal  record 
of  failure  to  r.eet  those  promises  in  fact.  Only  actual  experience  is 
a  legally  adequate  basis,  given  this  hard,  brutal  evidence,  for  EI1\ 
transportation  analysis.  Otherwise,  "promises"  could  be  offered  that 
somehow  transportation  will  be  found  to  '.v.tet  every  ounce  o"'  dciiand  . 
that  will  be  generated  under  the  Downtown  Plan,  and  tnose  empty  words 
used  to  justify  a  finding  of  negative  transportation  impacts  •:hd!.  E.2.1 
can  be  nonetheless  accomodated.  That  would  be  fraudulent.  E.2.2.3 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  that  is  what  the  DEIR  does.  The  only  new 
transit/transportation  capacity  expansions  that  can  be  legally  included 
in  the  impact  analysis  are  those  that  have  full  governmental  approvcjland 
identified  funding.  Any  others,  such  as  the  recent  MTC  "package"  o^ 
proposed  Bay  Area  rail  transit  expansions,  can  only  be  evaluated  in  the 
EIR  under  the  "Mitigation"  section  as  possible  -T"eans  to  meet  the  negative 
impacts  because  they  are  not  part  of  tne  Downtown  Plan  1  eni  si a_tion ,  t'^us 
not  leoally  part  of  the  "project"  being  evaluated.  ~"  E.2.1.1 
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Promises  aren't  gonna  hold  up  in  court,  folks.  Z.1 


Is  all  this  important?  You  bet.  The  best  and  most  telling 
example  is  the  public  vote  in  1961  (?)  which  approved  the  development 
of  the  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  System.  At  that  time,  the  public 
was  promised: 


Sincerely, 


John  Elberling 


E.2.3 
Z.1 


-  Rush  hour  trains  every  90  seconds  (hence  more  system  capacity 

then  has  ever  or  will  ever  be  delivered);  E.2.3 

Z.1 

-  Reliable  computer  control  and  space  age  technology  (with  no 
forewarning  at  all  of  the  constant  equipment  breakdowns  and  computer 
delays  that  have  plauged  the  system  and  can  never  be,     even  BART 

now  admits,  totally  eliminated  -  which  further  reduces  system  E.2.3 
capacity  compared  to  any  schedule).  2,1 

BART  was  approved  by  a  bare  minimum  of  the  necessary  60%  three- 
county  vote.  Can  anyone  claim,  honestly,  if  the  voters  had  been 
told  accurately  how  actual  service/capacity  would  probably  have 
been  significantly  less  than  the  "promises"  that  BART  would  have 
been  approved?  And  BART,  of  course,  is  the  system  that  did  make  possible 
the  major  development  which  has  occurred  in  downtown  San  Francisco  E.2.3 
during  the  last  20  years.  Z.1 

So  in  1961  no  one  knew  better.  But  in  1984  we  do.  We  can't  make 
any  more  excuses,  we  must  make  our  transportation  capacity  estimates 
as  reasonably  valid  as  possible,  which  means  substantial  discounting 
of  all  theoretical  capacity  levels.  Becuase  the  EIR  is  meant  to 
provide  the  Planning  Commission,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  the 
general  public  with  such  vital  information  that  is  needed  for  such 
extraordinarily  important  policy  decisions  as  the  Downtown  Plan.  E.2.2.3 

Of  course  these  comments  can  be  extended  to  all  transit  systems  ^'^ 
methodologically,  and  must  be  in  the  EIR.  A  similar  methodology  of 
discounting  automobile  transportation  capacities,  accounting  for 
the  massive  traffic  jams  due  to  accidents,  chemical  spills,  fires,  and 
most  commonly,  bad  weather  can  certainly  be  developed  from  data  that 
is  available  and  applied  to  the  Setting  and  IMpact  sections  of  the  EIR.  E.3.1 
If  you  want  to  tell  the  truth,  this  must  be  done  as  well. 


Z.1 
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Department  of  City  Planning 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attention:    Environmental  Review  Office 

Dear  Sir/Madam; 


May  29,  1984  fi^ 

RECEIVED 

MAY  3  0  1984 

""^^  or  err  plan^.nc 


We  have  reviewed  the  air  quality  and  related  sections  of  the  San 
Francisco  Downtown  Plan  DEIR.    We  have  also  discussed  various  aspects 
of  it  with  your  staff  and  consultants,  both  before  and  after  publication. 
We  welcome  the  cooperation  afforded  in  this  matter. 

The  analysis  appears  to  have  revealed  the  potential  traffic  and 
air  quality  impacts  of  the  Downtown  Plan.    However,  we  believe  that 
further  clarification  would  be  desirable.    This  would  be  particularly 
beneficial  for  estimates  of  future  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  concentrations. 
In  the  case  of  downtown  San  Francisco,  CO  is  the  most  critical  air 
pollutant. 

The  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan  predicts  attainment  of 
ambient  CO  standards  in  San  Francisco  and  in  the  rest  of  the  Bay  Area 
by  1987.    The  predictions  are  based  upon  trends  and  plans  which 
preceded  the  formulation  of  the  new  Downtown  Plan.    Therefore  it  is 
quite  important  that  the  new  plan  be  examined  to  assure  that  its 
impacts  would  not  lead  to  exceedance  of  air  quality  standards. 

We  believe  that  the  DEIR  would  serve  the  public  and  planning 
decision-makers  more  fully  if  certain  key  assumptions,  data,  and 
conclusions  were  re-examined  and  made  more  explicit  in  the  Final  EIR. 
Among  the  questions  which  we  recommend  be  addressed  are: 

1)  For  the  study  area,  are  assumptions  and  growth  projections 
consistent  with  the  1982  Air  Quality  Plan,  as  adopted  by 
ABAC,  MTC,  and  BAAQMD?    If  there  are  differences,  we 
suggest  these  be  listed,  with  relative  magnitude  (percentage) 
and  direction  of  the  change. 


2.1 


1.4 


1.4 


1.3 


2)  What  is  the  rationale,  vis-a-vis  air  quality,  for  the  choice  of 
the  ten  intersections  for  which  carbon  monoxide  was  modeled? 
Do  these  provide  the  likely  worst-case  situations  or  are  there 
other  intersections  or  points  in  the  area--either  north  or 
south  of  Market  Street — that  might  produce  significantly 
higher  concentrations  of  CO?  E.3.2 


3)  What  are  the  background  levels  and,  separately,  the  local 
intersection-generated  levels  assumed  or  calculated  at  each 
point  of  analysis,  for  each  of  the  years  analyzed? 


1.4 
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4)  At  street  intersections  analyzed,  does  not  a  degradation  in 
the  Level  of  Service,  as  shown  for  many  of  the  intersections 
in  the  traffic  analysis  (Table  IV.E.5.),  mean  a  lower  average 
vehicle  speed,  more  idling,  and  more  acceleration  and 
deceleration?    Do  the  decreased  emission  rates  from  a 
"cleaner"  vehicle  fleet  still  offset  emissions  from  increased 
traffic,  plus  impairment  of  all  traffic  flows,  in  future  years? 
What  are  the  average  speed,  idling,  and  acceleration/declara- 
tion assumptions  for  each  analysis  year  (Table  IV. 1. 3)?  1.4 

5)  For  the  background  level  of  CO,  does  not  total  projected 
increased  traffic  for  the  downtown  and  for  nearby  freeways 
mean  a  slowing  and  impairment  in  1990  and  2000?  Would 
impaired  flow  plus  increased  traffic  emissions  be  completely 
offset  by  the  cleaning  up  of  the  vehicle  fleet  (Table  0.1)?  '•4 

6)  The  Levels  of  Service  at  the  ten  analyzed  intersections  for 
the  years  1990  and  2000  "are  calculated  on  the  basis  of 
(modal-split)  goals  of  the  Downtown  Plan  not  being  achieved" 
(page  IV.E.37 — footnote  c).    If  the  projections  are  not  based 
on  Plan  modal-splits  and  not  on  present  splits,  then  what  are 
they  based  on?    Would  it  not  be  prudent  to  also  model  a 
worst-case  situation  based  on  the  current  modal-split  ratios, 
including  the  current  "drive-alone"  proportion  of  downtown 

trips,  under  maximum  allowable  development  levels?  E.1.4 

7)  If  it  turns  out  that,  under  worst-case  circumstances,  the 
national  or  state  standards  for  CO  are  calculated  to  be 
exceeded,  what  mitigation  measures  would  be  introduced  to 
avoid  such  violations?    Are  there  additional  feasble  tran- 
sportation control  measures  or  transportation  system 
management  measures  that  would  be  adequate?    Would  it  be 
necessary  to  place  further  constraints  on  the  future  levels  E.6 
of  urban  development?  1*7 


The  analysis  methodology  used  is  based  on  a  disaggregated 
rollback  of  background  and  local  carbon  monoxide  levels.    If  the  method 
is  to  be  a  precedent  for  subsequent  environmental  impact  assessment  in 
the  San  Francisco  downtown,  we  suggest  that  a  technical  appendix  be 
attached  to  the  EIR.    It  would  include  the  specifics  of  application  of 
the  model  to  this  area,  beyond  the  generalized  and  other  city 
applications  in  Air  Quality  Planning  Program  Technical  Memo  43.  1.4 

If  you  have  questions,  please  contact  Irwin  Mussen,  Senior 
Planner  in  our  office. 


Sincerely, 


MF:ey 


Milton  Feldstein 
Air  Pollution  Control  Officer 


cc:    A.  Geraghty,  ARB 
R.  Wada,  ABAG 
MTC 
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May  23.  1984 
W.I.:  902.90.01 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn<^ 

Subject:   Draft  EIR,  Downtown  Plan 
Dear  Mr.  Bash: 

This  letter  transmits  MTC  staff  conments  on  the  Draft  EIR. 

1)  The  key  of  the  "Transportation  and  Circulation"  section  of 
the  DEIR  Is  the  computer  model  used  to  forecast  future  travel 
demand  and  the  assumptions  In  that  model  on  mode-split  and 
vehicle-occupancy.    MTC,  In  conjunction  with  ABAG,  has 
developed  projections  of  future  land  use  and  travel  demand. 
The  EIR  should  provide  comparison's  between  the  different 
land  use  and  travel  projections  provided  by  ABAG/MTC  and 

those  In  the  EIR,  as  follows:  B.I. 2 

0   Compare  the  results  of  the  travel  surveys  In  terms  of 
total  travel  demand,  peak  period  demand,  and  current 
mode-split.  E.1.1.2 

0   Compare  future  home- to-work  travel  demand  for  the  year 

2000.  E.1.1.2 

0   Compare  cumulative  office  and  comnerclal  development  in 
San  Francisco  In  the  year  2000  In  the  EIR  to  ABAG's 
"Projections  '83".    This  should  include  projected 
development  throughout  San  Francisco,  including  the 

Downtown  Plan,  Mission  Bay,  and  development  in  the  B.I. 2 

neighborhoods.  B.2.1 

2)  The  assumptions  used  In  the  discussion  of  Air  Quality  are 
unclear.    Given  the  high  level  of  congestion  on  the  freeway 
system  and  surface  streets  feeding  onto  the  freeways,  plus 
the  congestion  In  the  downtown  area  (see  Figure  IV.E.3),  It 
would  seem  that  violations  of  CO  standards  would  occur  at 
these  highly  congested  Intersections.    The  Final  EIR  should 
Indicate  the  assumptions  on  traffic  congestion  used  in  the 
CO  analysis,  and  If  needed,  modify  that  analysis. 
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3)  The  section  on  Mitigation  Measures  for  Transportation  and 
Circulation  Is  primarily  composed  of  a  list  of  Improvements 
already  proposed  by  other  agencies.    These  are  not  measures 
designed  to  mitigate  the  Impacts  of  the  downtown  plan,  and 
therefore  would  be  more  appropriately  discussed  either  in 
the  Impact  section,  or  In  a  separate  section  on  "plans  and 
policies  of  other  agencies."   Furthermore,  the  assumption 
that  all  of  the  planned  Improvements  by  all  of  the  operators 
will  be  implemented  by  1990  is  optimistic,  given  the  limits 
on  funding  available  to  the  region.    The  EIR  should  discuss 
the  possibility  of  delays  in  implementing  the  Five  Year 
Plans. 

4)  The  discussion  of  cumulative  Impacts  based  on  the  projected 
market  demand  for  office  space  is  a  major  innovation,  but 
tends  to  cloud  certain  issues.    MTC  Is  specifically  concerned 
that  implementation  of  the  proposed  Downtown  Plan  will  result 
In  congestion  of  all  transportation  systems,  which  will 
present  a  major  obstacle  in  the  implementation  of  other  very 
large  scale  proposals,  such  as  Mission  Bay.    Referring  to  a 
projection  of  future  market  demand  helps  quantify  future 
Impacts,  but  does  not  assist  the  local  elected  officials  or 
regional  entitles  in  evaluating  trade-offs  between  approval 
of  different  proposals,  whether  at  the  individual  office 
building  level  or  the  larger  Downtown  Plan  or  Mission  Bay 
level.    The  EIR  should  be  revised  to  clarify  the  relationship 
of  future  transportation  capacities  to  reasonably  foreseeable 
future  development,  i.e.,  the  Downtown  Plan  and  Mission  Bay. 

5)  The  list  of  transportation  mitigation  measures  that  could  be 
completely,  or  at  least  primarily.  Implemented  by  San 
Francisco  Is  very  brief.  This  list  appears  to  focus  only  on 
those  measures  already  proposed  in  the  Downtown  Plan,  rather 
than  describing  and  evaluating  additional  measures  which 
could  be  added  to  the  plan.  The  following  are  just  a  sample 
of  the  types  of  measures  that  could  be  Implemented. 

0  The  attached  chart,  titled  "Suggested  Comnute  Alternatives 
Program  for  New  Development  as  a  Function  of  Cumulative 
Employment,"  provides  a  list  of  ridesharing  incentives 
that  could  be  Incorporated  into  the  Downtown  Plan. 

0   Develop  a  policy  and  methodology  for  calculating  the 
marginal  cost  of  each  Individual  project,  and  requiring 
that  project  to  generate  sufficient  revenue  to  offset 
those  local  and  regional  costs. 

0  Develop  a  policy  linking  the  granting  of  building  permits 
to  the  availability  of  unused  capacity  on  the  freeway  and 
transit  systems  serving  the  downtown  area. 


E.1 
E.2 
E.6 
S.I 


B.2 
B.2.1 
B.2.2 
E.1.1 
E.1.5 
E.1.7 


E.6 
S.1.1 


E.6 
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MTC  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  DEIR,  and  would 
be  pleased  to  expand  on  or  explain  aiiy  of  the  above  conments,  or 
otherwise  assist  1n  Improving  the  discussion  of  transportation  in 
the  EIR.    We  look  forward  to  receiving  the  Final  EIR. 


JG/kb  (9384P) 
Attachments 

cc:    ABAG  Clearinghouse 
BAAQMD 

Cal trans,  Dist.  4 


Very  truly  yours. 


Jeff  Georgevich 
Environmental  Review  Officer 
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Department 


450  McAlister  Street 

San  Francisco,    Ca.  9410., 


RECEIVED 

MAY  3  1 1984 

CITY  a  COUNTY  OF  S.F. 
Dirr.  OF  CITY  FUAHMIHa 


Dear  Mr .    Bash ; 


I   am  writing  ta  you.  concerning  the  Environmental    Impact  Report  -for 
the  current  Downtown  Plan.      Enclosed  please  -find  a  document  containing 
several   questions  raised  about  the  EIR  for  the  Downtown  Plan.  I 
would  like  to  bring  these  questions  to  your  attention,    and  would  be 
interested   in  the  Planning  Department's  response   to  these  issues. 
I   would  also  be  interested  tc  know  how  and  when  these  issues  might 
be  ii.d'Jressed  and   incorporated   into  a  revised  EIR  and /or  Downtown 
F'  1  a  Ti :, 


S.1. 


In  addition,,  I  would  like  you  t^:*  kriow  iny  opinions  o>  the  discui 
iPvolving   the  City's  buildi'-;q   a  !";^:^w   "sports  stadium  downtowns 


>i  on 


1.  E5tate  or   local   governments  should  not  have  ,?.s  a  prioritv  (high 
or   low)    the  building  of      -ac  i.  i  i  c  i  es  pr  i  iru-r  i  1  /    !'-;:;r   tiie  use  o-f 
pri--ate  enterprises™      The  Giants  and  the  49ers  do  add  to  the 
stature  of    the  City  and   do  provide  a  desirable  form  of  enter- 
tainment,   but   surely   the  s.::arce    I'lnartcLai    i'-Rsources  of  the 
City  could  be  better  used   ^zo   improve  the  more  basic  needs  of 

a  livable  city:  quality  public  tran^i^por  t  at  i  .:)n qualitv  public 
education,    the  lowest  possible  crime  rate,    ;::<.nd  snore. 

2.  An  obse*- va  t  i  on :      the  iPost  successful    and  hest-  stadiums  far 
baseball    (Fer>way  Park    i.  n   Boston,    '^Iriqlev  Field   in  ChicaqOi, 

and  Dodger   Stadium   in  Los  Angeles)    :^re  as  ■  >  i.  d  or      i  qni    i  cant  I  ^ 
oXdor   than  Candlestick,,      They  are  al-io  a^l   ,:jr  ■  -/atpiy  -  •••ot 
publicly  --  owned.      They  are  also   t'-'e  ■■no-~t   .^t^'i'le   .-'ranch  i  ses. 
Having   sports  entrepreneurs  make    -tn    i  n*- vjk' •  *     ir-    i:he  citv 
goes  a  long  way  toward  making   then  better-   a-'-d   Tsore  responiiibie 
corporate  citizens. 


O!  >r  s 


ery  trulyt 


''■•«'" .    •■^c?l  Bachmeier 

Z  0  : 1  n  <:.  3.1  vo  A  v  r  *  u  e 

3rz-n  i-'  arici  SCO,    Ca.      941  l6 


Z.1 

B.2.a 

N.2 


Z.1 

B.2.3 
N.2 
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rESTIFYING  ON  THE  DOWNTOWN  PLAN 


.  Your  coninents  don't  have  to  be  technical.  Put  forth  your  VISION  for 
what  San  Francisco  should  be.    Get  your  VALUES  and  concerns  into  the 
record.     Question  the  EIR's  assumptions  (e.g.,  that  all  growth  must  be  good). 

'  Discuss  what  you  don't  like  about  what's  going  on  downtown. 

•  Disagree  with  the  value  judgments  made  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR). 

If  there's  something  you  don't  understand,  ask  for  clarification. 

Propose  your  own  zoning  measures,  alternatives,  mitigation  measures. 

Ask  "Quality  of  Life"  questions.  They  may  not  be  answerable  (for  example, 
"how  much  more  conmuter  traffic  do  we  have  to  put  up  with!"),  but  they 
raise  the  issues  and  show  our  concerns. 

Put  forward  any  data  (even  half-baked!)  or  opinions  you  have.    You  don't 
have  to  be  correct!    Hake  the  City  respond! 

Think  of  ways  in  which  downtown  problems  relate  to  you.  Use  your 
experiences.  Ask  friends  for  their  experiences.  (E.g.,  "The  N-Judah  is 
already  Jammed.  How  do  you  expect  It  to  handle  30X  more  passengers?") 

Be  outraged!  ("What  do  you  plan  to  do  about  this  horrible  parking  mess? 
Rents  are  already  outrageous,  and  now  you  plan  to  double  the  number  of 
workers  downtown?!*)  Say  that  you've  had  enough  of  this  ine^s! 

Make  simple  aniloflts,  or  use  ilnple  examples  which  shew  how  inadequate 
or  incorrect  tht  i\t  is.     Use  common  sense  to  question  the  assumptions. 

What  doesn't  the  EIR  say?    (You  are  almost  better  off  not^ reading  it,  so 
your  thoughts  won't  be  narrowly  channeled.)  For  example,  rental  housing 
impacts,  blue-collar  Job  losses  are  never  addressed. 

Talk  about  the  need  for  an  annual  limit*  and  for  downtown  to  pay  Its  own  way. 

GEI  PEOPLE  TO  COME  TO  THE  HEARING.  The  Downtown  Plan  will  determine  the  future  S.1.1 
direction  of  the  Citv. 
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COMMENTING  ON  THE  PROPOSED  DOWNTOWN  PLAN 


The  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  will  hold 
just  one  public  hearing  on  the  Downtown  Plan,  on 
Thursday,  April  26,  beginning  some  time  around  1:30  p.m.. 
We  encourage  you  to  make  your  concerns  on  this  extremely  Important 
Issue  known  to  the  Commission. 

If  possible,  plan  to  testify  In  person.  Alternatively, 
written  comments  can  be  submitted  through  May  3rd  to: 
Department  of  City  Planning 
450  McAllister  Street,  5th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102. 

For  more  Information,  contact: 

Sue  Hestor    362-2778  or  552-2194 
David  Jones  826-6084 
or  Dale  Carlson  781-7430. 
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June  1,  1984 


Nob  Hill 
Neighbors 


Mr  Toby  Rosenblatt 
President, 

City  Planning  C(»iBisslon 

McAllister  Street 
Scm  Pranclseo  CA  9*^102 


Dear  Mr  Rosenblatt: 

The  draft  EIR  on  the  proposed  Downtoim  Plan  is  inadeqraate  and  Inconplete  in 
Its  analysis  of  housing  iaipaets  which  will  follow  from  the  planned  level  of 
derelopBent,  B.4.2 

As  one  of  the  closest  residential  areas  to  downtown,  the  Nob  Hill  neighbor- 
hood  has  already  suffered  significant  housing  iniMLcts  res\ilting  froa  the 
euBMlative  downtown  office  construction  that  has  taken  place  to  date.  These 
iispacts  take  ssreral  forms,  including  txpward  pressure  on  rental  rates  and 
continuing  pressure  for  condoodniuB  conrersion.    After  controls  were  estab- 
lished for  condominium  conversions,  proposed  demolition  of  rental  housing 
for  replacement  with  new  condominiums  became  a  popular  approach,  B.4.2 

The  most  severe  inipaot  (and  one  which  is  not  regulated  by  the  city  at  the 

present  tisw)  is  the  trend  toward  conversion  of  rental  apartments  into 

short-term  '!^ecutive  sxiite"  rentals  and  time-share  accoionodations  for 

business  travelers.    It  is  this  iatpact  that  is  the  focus  of  our  cooaent. 

This  io^ct  must  be  fully  investigated  auid  mitigated  prior  to  approval  of 

the  Oowntown  Plan*  B.4.2 

The  first  conversions  to  short-term  rentals  occurred  on  Nob  Hill  in  the  late 

1970*s.    NM)  Hill  Ncifi^bors  has  monitored  this  activity  since  196O.  Since 

that  time,  we  have  confirmed  the  conversion  of  some  or  all  of  the  apartasnts 

in  19  buildings,  which  contain  a  total  of  about  76d  units.    These  figures 

represent  only  those  Hob  Hill  conversions  which  we  have  been  able  to  verify 

by  means  of  advertisements  or  COTtact  with  management.    We  have  information 

that  more  such  buildings  exist.    These  conversions  are  difficult  to  detect 

and  verify;  they  are  often  carried  out  surreptitiously,  and  do  not  go  through 

a  pexvit  process.   We  have  heard  reports  of  similar  activity  in  other 

neig^rhoods.  B.4.2 

The  conversion  of  residential  apartments  to  short-term  accomodations  is 

already  taking  place  at  an  alarming  rate.    The  cumulative  effect  of  office 

conitruetion,  either  approved,  under  construction,  or  conteniplated  in  the 

Downtown  Plan,  will  add  significantly  to  the  potential  for  additional 

conversions.    The  resxilt  will  be  displacement  of  current  residents,  personal 

hardship,  and  a  tangible  lessening  of  the  quality  of  life  for  residents  of 

this  once  residential  neighborhood,  B.4.2 

Nob  Hill  Neighbors  strongly  urges  that  these  ioqpaots  ^  investigated, 
documented,  and  mitigated  prior  to  approval  of  tke  Downtown  Flan.    We  have 
accumulated  a  considerable  data  base  on  this  subject,  some  of  which  is 
attached  herewith.    We  remain  at  the  disposal  of  the  city's  staff  and 
consv  tants  and  will  assist  in  any  way  we  can  to  bring  about  disclosure  of 
these  iaqpacts. 

PO  Box  99496  Son  Francisco  94109  673-0668 
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Thank  you  for  fomr  attentioa  to  this  natter* 


Sincerely, 

LDiDA  I?  CHXFIMN 
Vice  President 


Eneloeure 
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Mob  Hill  Draolltiont  Propo«*d  Sine*  1980 

(Includ«t  only  projoett  which  would  r«aoT«  tly  or  aoro  rental  unlta) 
D^tm  eonpll«d  bf  Mob  Hill  Molghbora,  rwri—d  Juno,  1983 


1300  Sacruanto:    22  apartaants 

In  1980  tha  davalopar  propoaad  to  raplace  22  atudlo  and  ona-badrooa  apartamta 
(ranting  at  about  $210-300)  with  a  hishrl aa  containinf  12  3700*aquara«foot  con- 
doalnluaa  which  Nob  Hill  Naighbora  aatiaatad  would  aall  for  about  $1  aillion  or 
■ora.    Aftar  acquiring  tha  building  in  1979,  tha  ownar  caaaad  to  rant  wacant 
apartaanta*    Tha  building  had  houaad  a  nuabar  of  aldarly  paopla  and  long-taia 
tenants  (a«g«,  33  yaara,  IS  yaara).    Property  aanagars  Hogan  and  Vast  iaauad 
eviction  notices  in  May,  1980*    Tenants  received  $200  and  two  aonths' frae  rent; 
some  allege  intiaidation*    The  building  was  vacated  by  Sapteabar,  1980,  before 
the  owner  applied  for  paraits  although  Planning  Oepartaant  staff  had  warned 
proposal  was  not  likely  to  be  approved*    The  owner's  aganta  claiaed  extenaiva 
rehabilitation  would  be  requirad  to  bring  the  present  building  up  to  code*  How- 
ever, city  records  showed  that  the  building  had  been  officially  recopiisad  for 
architectural  aarit  and  showed  no  significant  coda  violations.    Ihe  Planning 
Cooaission  denied  a  conditional  use  peralt  unaniaoualy  on  Novaabar  6,  1980*  In 
1981  the  owner  subaitted  a  new  propoaal  to  construct  a  highriae  with  24  condo- 
ainiuas  and  provide  ''replaeeaent  rental  housing'*  st  another  location*  Mean- 
while, apartaants  at  1300  Sacraaento  reaained  vacant,  and  neighbors  coaplainad 
that  the  building  was  neglected,  taken  over  by  transients,  and  aubjected  to 
vandalism  and  ainor  fires*    The  Planning  Coanission  granted  the  naw  proposal  a 
conditional  uaa  peralt  in  March,  1982*    After  an  unsuccaasful  appeal  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors,  Nob  Hill  Neighbors  and  others  filed  suit  in  superior  court 
on  the  grounds  that  the  pro j act  did  not  confora  to  the  city's  Msster  Plan, 
required  an  ^vironaantal  lapact  Review,  and  established  a  precedent  which 
threatened  architecturally  distinguished  buildings,  rental  housing,  and  tha 
integrity  of  conditional  use  requireaents,  which  protect  neighborhoods  and 
property  owners* 


1400  Jones:    18  apartaenta 

In  1980  developers  proposed  to  raplaca  18  low-rant  faaily-sieed  apartaants  (4-5 
rooBs)  with  16  condoalniuas  selling  at  up  to  $300,000*    Oie  building  provided 
affordable  housing  for  a  socially  and  racially  integrated  population  of  Chineae, 
Japanese,  Latinos,  whitea,  elderly  people,  three -generation  faailiest  gays,  and 
aiddle-incoae  workera*    Most  tenants  were  long-tera  residents  (e*g*,  32  years, 
23  years),  who  had  inveated  a  considerable  aaount  of  aoney  and  labor  in  their 
apartaants*    In  October,  1979,  property  aanagera  Hogan  and  Veat  notified  tenants 
to  leave,  offering  one  aonth's  frea  rent;  tenants  won  additional  coiQ>ensation 
after  organising  to  oppose  this  arrangeaent*    Most  units  were  eoptied  before  the 
developers  applied  for  peraits,  and  aore  tenants  were  required  to  aove  after  the 
Planning  Coaalasion  warned  in  Noveabar,  1980,  that  a  conditional  uaa  pemit  was 
not  likely  to  be  approved*    The  owner's  agents  usad  past  neglect  as  an  excuse  to 
Justify  denolition,  claiaing  rehabilitation  would  coat  $1  aillion  and  require 
rente  of  $1000;  however,  they  would  not  agrae  to  a  city  building  inspection. 
"Dim  Planning  Coiasiasion  denied  the  conditional  uaa  peralt  January  8,  1980* 
Faced  vith  widespread  opposition,  the  owner  abandoned  an  appaal  to  the  Board  of 
&iperviaors  in  March,  1981,  but  the  fate  of  the  building  reaained  in  doubt. 
Tenants  reaain  In  two  apartaenta,  keeping  intrudera  out  of  the  nearly  vacant 
bui Iding* 
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1278  Sacraawnto  Propoa»d  daaolltlons  hav«  yariad  fro«  3  buildlnga 

1298  Sacraaanto  (7  apartaanta)  to  5  buildlnga  (21  apartmnta) 
1208-10  Jonaa 
1212  Jonaa 

I  83*89  Plaaaant 

1 

;  SInca  1978  thara  hava  baan  aavaral  fonal  and  Inforaal  propoaala  to  daaollah 
apartamta  at  thla  alta  acroaa  froa  1300  Sacraannto  for  raplacaaant  by  con- 
doainluaa*    Landaark  atatua  of  1298  Saeraaanto  coapllcataa  plana  for  daaoll* 
tlon*    Davalopara  auggaatad  altamativa  achaaaa  vhlch  Includad  daaollahing 
all  tlrm  buildlnga;  gattlng  tha  landaark  and  daaollahing  tha  four;  or  pra- 
aarvlng  tha  landaark  and  1278  Saeraaanto  vhila  daaollahing  thraa  aaall 

j  buildlnga  locatad  on  Jonaa  and  Plaaaant  Straata*    In  May»  1982,  tha  Planning 
Conaiaaion  approvad  a  propoaal  to  daaoliah  fiva  rantal  unlta  at  1212  Jonaa 
and  83*89  Plaaaant  Straata  for  raplacaaant  by  10  eondoainiuaa.    lha  davalopara 

I  had  plannad  to  daaoliah  two  flata  at  1208-10  Jonaa  aa  wall;  but  tha  Cooaiaalon 
raqulrad  thae  to  praaarva  that  building  and  eonatruct  two  additional  rantal 
unita  on  tha  aita  to  accoModata  tananta  diaplacad  by  tha  Plaaaant  Straat 
daaolition*    Howavar,  tha  davalopara  aaaartad  that  thay  ahould  ba  allovad  to 
daaoliah  thraa  rantal  building*  aa  originally  propoaad,  in  ratum  for  provid- 
ing **raplacaaant  houaing"  at  aoaa  othar  location  in  accordanca  vith  tha 
pracadant  aat  by  tha  1300  Sacraawnto  projact.    Aftar  racaiving  tha  conditional 
uaa  approval  and  upsonlng  thay  aought,  tha  davalopara  adviaad  City  Planning 
ataff  that  thay  intandad  to  procaad  with  ttiair  original  plan  to  daaoliah 
thraa  rantal  buildlnga*    Bacauaa  tha  naw  propoaal  for  tha  aita  diffara  aig- 
nificantly  froa  tha  ona  approvad  by  tha  Planning  Coaaiaaion,  tha  davalopara 

I  vara  told  it  would  raquira  naw  public  haaringa* 


'  770  Callfomia:  56  apartaanta 
790  California:  27  apartaanta 
730  Stockton:       18  apartaanta 

In  Pabruary,  1981,  Jack  Wabb  of  J.U.  Aaaociataa  contactad  tha  City  Planning 
I  Oapartaant,  Nob  Hill  Naighbora,  and  anothar  coaaunlty  group  about  a  propoaal 
I  to  daaoliah  101  low-  or  aodarata-rant  apartaanta  for  raplacaaant  by  oondo- 
I  ainiuaia,  officaa,  or  a  coabination  tharaof.    Thaaa  buildlnga  provida  houaing 
I  for  an  intagratad  population,  largaly  whita  and  Aaian.    Naighbora  indicata 
that  raaidanta  includa  awny  aldarly  paopla.    lha  davalopar  wantad  to  know  if 
thara  waa  llkaly  to  ba  aigniflcant  oppoaition  to  thla  plan.    Aftar  being 
inforaad  about  tha  racant  dafaat  of  propoaala  to  daaoliah  1300  Saeraaanto  and 
1400  Jonaa,  ha  apparantly  abandonad  tha  plan  without  aubaitting  a  foraal  pro- 
poaal. 


1432*66  Clay:    24  apartaanta 

lha  ownar  propoaad  to  eonatruct  21  condoodniuaa  in  plaea  of  two  buildlnga 
which  provida  low-rant  houaing  priaiarlly  to  Aaian  faailiaa  and  long-tara 
tananta.    Thla  projact  waa  abandonad  aftar  initiation  of  tha  parait  procaaa 
in  tha  apring  of  1980. 
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R£SID£NTIAL  UNITS  ON  NOB  HILL  LOST  OR  THR£ATEMX>  BY  CONVERSION  TO  TRANSIENT  USE 


Data  eolUctvd  by  Nob  Hill  N«lghbors»  vriamd  June,  1983 


Hotel  LouiM,  84S  Bush 

FoiMrly  26  lovrent  ^artMntt  housing  prlasrily  ainority  tenants  and  f  sal  lies. 
New  oimer  used  eviction  notices,  intiaidstion,  and  tri  '-ery  to  Tacate  apart- 
aents  in  1979.    Hotel  perait  issued  by  BBI  11/20/79  be    een  passage  and  signing 
of  aoratoriua  on  residential  hotel  conversions*    Brochure  advertises  rooas  with 
kitchens,  continental  breakfast,  and  the  '*porsonal  service  found  in  intiaate 
European  hotels.**    Daily  rates  $4S-6S  (1983);  weekly  rates  available.  **San 
Francisco's  unique  saall  hotel  is  ideally  situated  in  the  quiet  residential 
section  of  Nob  Hill.**    RC  soning. 


Grosvenor  House,  899  Pine 

Foraerly  208  aoderate-rent  apartments.    Starting  in  1978  tenants  organised 
against  owners'  plan  to  convert  building  to  a  hotel*    Proposed  alterations  for 
hotel  conversion  did  not  win  Planning  Coaaission  approval.    However,  owners 
proceeded  to  consolidate  soae  apartaents  and  advertise  vacated  units  for  busi- 
ness travelers  on  short-tera  aonth-to-aonth  vasis.    Studios,  one*  and  two-bed- 
rooa  apartaents  rent  for  $800-$3000,  with  a  one-aonth  ainiaua  (1983  rates). 
Soae  Bay  be  leased  to  corporations  for  business  travelers*    Owner  announced 
intent  to  convert  entire  building  as  units  are  vacated.    By  1983  about  half 
the  apartaents  were  short-tern  rentals.    Dual  hotel /apartaent  perait  was 
changed  to  hotel  perait  in  BBI  records  (1983).    Residential  toning. 


903-929  Pine 

86  apartaents*    Same  owner  and  aanageaent  as  Grosvenor  House  (899  Pine). 
Available  as  short-tera  suites,  ainiaua  rental  one  aonth.    One-bedrooa  apart- 
aents svailable  froa  $830  (S/83),  studios  and  larger  spartaents  also  available. 
Apartaent  perait.    Residential  soning. 


Powell  Suites,  560  Powell 

BBI  records  show  29  apartaents.    About  1979  residents  paying  under  $200  a  aonth 
were  notified  to  vacate  "for  reaodeling**  and  proaised  they  would  be  able  to 
return.    Those  who  tried  to  reelaia  their  apartaents  were  told  they  now  rented 
only  on  short-texa  basis  at  greatly  increased  rents.    Owners  later  atteapted  to 
force  out  new  short-tera  tenants  who  ahowed  signs  of  becoaing  peraanent  residents. 
Daily  rates:    Studios  $60-70;  one-bedrooa  $70-80  (1983).    Weekly  and  aonthly 
rates  available.    This  is  one  of  three  buildings  operated  under  the  naae  Nob  Hill 
City  Suites*    Tiaeshare  application  filed  with  State  9/22/81  under  the  naae  of 
"San  Francisco  Suites  at  960  Powell  Street."    Building  was  advertised  for  sale  in 
Wall  Street  Journal  (4/22/83);  "27  executive  apartaent  suites  and  2  stores. 
Hotel  and  tiashare  approvals*"   Apartaent  perait.    Coaaercial  soning. 
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Pmll  PUc*,  720  Powvll: 
730  Pmll: 


10  apartamt* 
18  ApartflMnts 


Powall  Pl«c«  ilUgally  coavvrtad  to  •  tourist  hotol*    Aftor  bolng  caught,  ownara 
ft  lad  for  Stata  approval  of  tiaashara  plan  11/28/80  and  inlatad  an  axtanaiva 
salaa  caopaign*    1400  aharaa  vara  of  farad  to  corporatlona  and  Indlrlduala,  aach 
•hare  antitling  tha  ownar  to  occupy  Povall  Placa  for  ona  waak  annually.  Oiinara 
could  rasarva  units  for  as  fav  as  two  days  and  trada  thair  right  to  occupy 
Powall  Placa  for  tiaa  at  **ovar  300  othar  praatigious  raaorts  vorldvida.**   Unit  a 
not  oceupiad  by  **oiinars'*  vara  rantad  at  a  daily  rata*    Managaaant  adaittad  to 
navspapar  raportara  that  Povall  Placa  vas  assantially  a  hotal.    In  1983  aanaga- 
Bsnt  daniad  ranting  accoaaodations;  but  furthar  inraatigation  indicatad  vaakly 
rsntal  ratas  of  $560  for  studios  and  $812  for  ona  badrooa  apartaants,  vith  no 
tax  addad.    720  Povall  has  an  apartaant  parait;  730  Powall  was  issuad  a  parait 
of  iccupancy  as  a  condoadniua  building  in  1983*    Kasidantial  soning* 


Powall  Pina,  655  Powall 

BBI  racords  ahov  48  apartaants*    Gradually  convarting  to  touriat  uaa  as  rasi- 
dants  vacata  apartaants*    Naighbors  raportad  attaa|>ts  to  ancouraga  rasidants  to 
vaeata  (a*g*  illagal  rant  incraasas  to  aldarly  tanants)*    By  1983  auita  titlas 
rathar  than  rasidants'  naaas  appaarad  by  aost  doorballs*    Daily  ratas:  Studios 
$55  and  up;  ona  badrooa  $80  and  up  (1983)*    Waakly  and  aonthly  ratas  aval labia* 
Apartaant  parait*    Raaidantial  soning* 


825  Pina:  16  apartaants 
835  Pina:    16  apartaants 

Both  buildings,  undar  tha  aaae  ownarship,  wara  vacatad  in  1979*  Naighbors 
raportthat  tanants  aovad  aftar  a  sarias  of  aaall  firas,  which  rasultad  in 
nuoerous  rasponsas  froa  tha  Pira  Dapartaant*    Apartaants  now  rant  as  short-tara 
suitas.    Waakly  rata:    $250;  aonthly  ratas  $850-900  (1983).    Apartaant  paraits. 
i  Basidantial  soning* 


1155  Jonas 

61  apartiants,  par  raport  of  tanants;  soaa  ara  slaaping  roons  with  bath,  split 
off  froa  largar  apartaants  and  possibly  illagal*    Early  in  1983  a  davalopar 
approachad  tha  Planning  Dapartaant  and  Nob  Hill  Naighbors  with  an  idaa  for 
<laaolishing  tha  building  to  conatruct  condoeiniuas*    About  tha  aaaa  tlaa  vacated 
units  wara  fumishad  and  offarad  aa  fully  accassoritad  ahort-tara  accoaaiodatlons, 
vith  a  ainiaua  tarn  of  ona  aonth*    Monthly  rata:    studio  $850  on  a  ahort-tara 
basis  (1983)*    Apartaants  also  advartisad  for  laaaa*    Apartaant  parait.  Basi- 
dantial Boning* 


602  Mison 

BBI  racorda  show  22  apartaants.    Gradually  convarting  to  ahort-tara  rantals. 
Monthly  ratas:    studios  $960,  ona  badrooa  $1360  (1983).    Daily  and  vaakly  ratas 
aval  labia.    Apartaant  parait.    Coowrclal  soning. 
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NOB  HILL  CONDOMINIUM  CONVERSIONS 
(FROM  SUBDIVISION  LOG,  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING) 


Address 


1250  Jones 


No.  Units 


45 


Date 
Approved 

12/22/72 


1230  Clay 
1250  Clay 
1260  Clay 


12 
24 
25 


1177  California 


255 


2/28/75 


1520  Taylor 


31 


3/15/76 


1301  Clay 
850  Powell 
637  Powell 
930  Pine 


6 
40 
12 
45 


2/28/77 
4/29/77 
8/9/77 
10/13/77 


980  Sacramento 
120  Joice 
1155  Pine 
1545  Broadway 
123i(  Taylor 
1234-1254  Washington 
1242  Sacramento 
720  Powell 
730  Powell 
1073-75  Broadway 


42 
7 

16 
24 
6 
9 
6 
10 
18 
2 


1/8/79 

1/8/79 

4/2/79 

5/21/79 

5/21/79 

7/9/79 

11/21/79 

11/29/79* 

11/29/79* 

12/12/79 


* 

*  * 


Conversion  approved  1974;  not  shown  in  Subdivision  Log 

Approved  for  condominiums;  sold  as  timeshares . 
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Attn  Raznick 
Prasiaunt 
321-2384 

Soo  Morris 

^  931-7254 

I  H«id«ChiDO 
Trwaaurwr 
363-4372 
Batatt*  Orafka 
i  flaeortfi/iff  S«cr»iar/ 
I  282-5919 
Lion  Kuntz 
I,  tjpontfanca  Sacrarary 

Alamo  Souara 

t'^bomood  AMOciaiion 
am  Hollow  Association 
Diamond  Haigms 
:oinmunity  Association 
Ouboca  Thangia 
^  jnbomood  Association 
East  and  West  of 
Castro  Street 
mprovemant  Club.  Inc. 

East  Mission 
grovamant  Association 

Eureka  Valley 
Promotion  Association 

Eureka  Valley  Trails 
and  An  Networlt 
Frianoa  o(  Noa  Valley 
Glan  Park  Association 
'3oidan  Gate  Heights 
i  jnoornood  Association 

Golden  Gate  Valley 
1  ;libort^ood  Association 
Greater  West  Ponal 
1  jrbornood  Association 
Height  Ashbury 
srovement  Association 
Haigm  Asnbjry 
Meighbornood  CcldciI 
Inner  Sunset  Action 
Commi:tee 
joroan  Parii 
jrovement  Association 
Lakesnore  Acres 
mprovement  Club.  inc. 
naza  an  Accion  Local 
Mission  Cre«K  Harbor 
Association.  Inc 

Noo  Hill  NeignDors 
Paotic  Heights 

NeigPbornood  Council 
Pacitic  Heignts 

Residents  Association 

Parkmercsd  Pesidenis 
Organisation 
Planning  Association 
tor  tne  Richmond 
Poirero  Boosters 
u  Uercnanis  Association 
Potrero  Hill  League 
of  Active  Neighbors 
Russian  Hill 
srovement  Asaoc;ation 
Russian  Hill  Neighbors 
Sacramento  Street 
•  iborriood  imcrovemenl 
Association 

lutn  ot  Market  Alliance 

Stanyan-Fuiton  Street 
^  jRbomood  Association 

nsct  Neighbors  United 
S'  lei-Parksioe  Education 

tna  Action  Committee 

Temescai  Terrace 
Association 

leartoin  Neighborhood 
Association 

I 


COALITION  ^OR  SAN  FRANCISCO  NEIGHBO^.HOODS 

P.O.  BOX  5882 
SAN  FRANCISCO.  CALIFORNIA  941 01 


June  4,  1984 


RESPONSE  TO  THE  HOUSING  IMPLICATIONS 
IN  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRON'MENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 
ON  THE  DOWNTOWN  PLAN 


By  the  CSFN  Housing  Committee 


Housing  costs  in  San  Francisco  are  among  the  highest  in  the 
United  States.    They  have  increased  at  a  far  greater  rate  than  the 
rest  of  the  nation  during  the  past  fifteen  years,  a  time  that  co- 
incides with  accelerated  development  of  the  City's  downtown  commer- 
cial sector.    The  CSFN  believes  that,  notwithstanding  the  attractions 
of  San  Francisco  and  the  life-style  and  demographic  changes  that  have 
occurred  during  the  1970s  and  the  more  recent  changes  in  mortgage 
financing,  downtown  commercial  development  has  been  a  significant 
cause  of  our  increased  housing  costs.  D.3.1 

The  Coalition  notes  with  trepidation  the  finding  in  the  Draft 
EIR  (DEIR)  that  the  City  will  not  be  able  to  provide  sufficient 
housing  to  accommodate  the  numbers  of  people  who  want  to  reside  here, 
apparently  including  many  current  residents.    We  are  fast  approaching 
the  point  where  more  than  one-half  of  the  City's  employees  will  live 
outside  the  City,  many  only  because  they  cannot  afford  our  housing 
costs.    We  foresee  increasing  competition  for  a  limited  housing 
supply  driving  up  costs  at  an  increasing  rate  and  driving  low  and 
moderate  income  residents  from  the  City.    We  foresee  tremendous  D.2.1 
pressures  to  increase  densities  of  existing  neighborhoods.    We  are  D3  1 

disturbed  that  the  DEIR  appears  to  accept  these  impacts  as  a  fait  D  3  3 

accompli. 

The  Housing  Element  of  the  DEIR  raises  more  questions  than  it 
answers.    We  believe  that  the  answers  must  be  provided  if  we  are  to 
be  remotely  assured  that  our  worst  fears  will  not  be  realized.  Our 
specific  comments  follow: 

1)    The  CSFN  believes  it  necessary  that  the  DEIR  set  forth  a  viable 
housing  program  to  meet  the  needs  or  present  residents  and  to  keep 
housing  cost  increases  under  control.    The  DEIR's  antiseptic  approach 
gives  us  much  concern.    Almost  no  effort  appears  to  be  given  to 
strategies  to  increase  housing  production.    Most  significantly,  the 
DEIR  fails  to  address  the  housing  potential  of  Southern  Pacific's 
Mission  Bay  site.    If  primarily  reserved  for  housing,     that  project 
can  substantially  assist  in  meeting  the  City's  housing  needs.  (Tnese 
needs  are  far  in  excess  of  the  housing  goals  set  forth    in  the  DEIR.) 

0.5 


Z.1 
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2)  The  DEIR  states  that  the  location  of  new  housing  development  in  the  Bay  Area 
will  have  an  increased  effect  on  the  locational  distribution  of j  the  expanding 
supply  of  labor  and  that  the  most  potential  for  housing  development,  particu- 
larly in  the  more  affordable  price  ranges,  exists  at  the  periphery  of  the  region. 
The  DEIR  acknowledges  that  many  people  would  like  to  live  in  San  Francisco  if 
they  could  afford  to,  and  that  many  current  residents  will  not  be  able  to  afford 
the  City's  escalating  housing  costs.    But  East  Contra  Costa  County  is  also 
experiencing  tremendous  commercial  growth,  and  it  might  be  that  the  anticipated 
affordable  housing  might  not  be  available;  housing  costs  at  the  periphery  may 
rise,  similar  to  what  is  expected  in  the  City.    The  DEIR  does  not  assess  the 
likelihood  of  this  happening  or  the  consequences  if  it  does.  D.3.3.4 

The  DEIR  should  assess  the  consequences  if  anticipated  housing  for  families 
and  rental  housing  do  not  become  available  within  the  region.  D3  34 

3)  Housing  af fordability  will  be  an  increasing  problem.    The  DEIR  should  provide 
more  specific  information  as  to  the  fffects  on  housing  af fordability  of  various 
alternative  demand  scenarios  and  of  alternative  housing  production  scenarios.  D.3.1 
We  should  be  provided  with  projections  of  monthly  rental  and  housing  costs  D.3.2.J 
(expressed  in  1984  constant  dollars).  D.3.3.' 

The  tremendous  commercial  growth  taking  place  in  Contra  Costa  County  and  in 
Silicon  Valley  casts  doubt  on  the  ability  of  San  Francisco  employees  to  find 
affordable  housing  outside  the  City.    A  recent  report  in  the  San  Francisco  D.3.3.^ 
Chronicle  (May  7,  1984)  noted  a  new  trend  —  Silicon  Valley  employees  moving  to  E.1.4.2 
San  Francisco  to  take  advantage  of  the  reverse  commute!  E.3.1 

This  trend  suggest  that  there  will  be  a  tremendous  unmet  demand  for  housing 
with  renewed  escalation  of  ownership  and  rental  costs  in  San  Francisco  and  the 
entire  region.    Further,  these  factors  will  likely  mean  even  stronger  pressures 
to  increase  densities  in  existing  neighborhoods.    The  DEIR  discussion  of  housing 
fails  to  specify  the  impacts  on  neighborhoods,  particularly  in  the  western 
portion  of  the  City.    While  many  of  the  additional  employees  living  in  these 
areas  may  simply  reflect  increased  numbers  of  C-3  workers  per  household    (we  find 
the  55%  projection  somewhat  difficult  to  accept),  Che  data  implies  that  addi- 
tional units  of  housing,  perhaps  in  significant  numbers,  are  contemplated  in 
existing  neighborhoods.  D.3.1 

We  believe  that  the  DEIR  should  discuss  in  detail  the  likely  impact  on 
existing  San  Francisco  neighborhoods  of  increased  housing  production.  D  3  1 

4)  The  housing  data  also  makes  it  virtually  certain  that  we  can  anticipate 
seeing  gentrif ication  on  an  accelerated  level,  with  higher  income  persons 
replacing  lower  income  employees.    We  believe  that  the  DEIR  should  discuss  this 
phenomenon,  suggesting  which  areas  of  the  City  and  which  resident  groups  are 
most  susceptible  to  gentrif ication  pressure.    We  recognize  that  this  is  not  a 
politically  easy  task  or  a  popular  one.    But  San  Franciscans  are  being  asked  to 
make  significant  decisions  about  their  future;  in  the  process  of  deliberation 
we  have  a  right  to  expect  that  all  the  potential  social  and  environmental  impacts 
be  disclosed.  D.3.1 

D.4 
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5)  The  DEIR  should  contain  population  projections  for  1990  and  2000  based  on 
alternative  housing  strategies.    Population  data  for  the  City's  quadrants 
should  also  be  shown  and  should  be  broken  down  demographically  and  economically. 

The  projections  should  indicate  changes  in  the  numbers  of  children,  families,  D.I 
senior  citizens,  etc.  D.3.1 

The  DEIR  should  also  examine  the  issue  of  existing  neighborhood  densities. 
Will  they  be  increasing?    It  would  seem  possible  from  the  projected  increase  in 
the  number  of  households,  even  if  most  new  housing  is  built  in  the  eastern 
portion  of  the  City,     (See  pages  IV. D. 59-60.)    We  request  more  specific  infor- 
mation as  to  where  increased  densities  and  infill  residential  development  are  D.2.2 
anticipated.  D.3.1 

We  request  information  on  the  number  of  new  households  by  City  quadrant. 
We  also  request  that  those  neighborhoods  be  identified  that  are  anticipated  as 
absorbing: 

a)  the  greatest  absolute  number  of  new  households,  and 

b)  the  greatest  percentage  increase  of  new  households.  D.3.1 

6)  The  DEIR  suggests  that  the  resident  patterns  for  construction,  building 
maintenance  and  security  employees  were  not  surveyed,  but  would  probably  show 
and  average  or  higher  than  average  percentage  of  City  residents  (page  IV.D.5). 
What  are  the  projected  residential  patterns  for  these  groups  in  1990  and  2000? 

Will  most  of  these  employees  be  ilkely  to  acquire  housing  outside  the  City?  D.2.7 

7)  In  evaluating  the  effectiveness  of  possible  City  strategies  and  mitiga- 
tions, it  would  appear  necessary  to  know  why  current  residents  who  continue 

to  work  in  San  Francisco  decide  to  move  outside  the  City.    Is  the  issue  one  of 

cost?    What  are  the  economic  and  demographic  characteristics  of  those  persons 

who  move  from  the  city  without  changing  their  place  of  employment?  Similar 

information  should  be  provided  with  respect  to  new  residents  of    the  City. 

It  would  be  helpful  to  know  what  significance  the  availability  of  employment 

or  existing  job  commitments  has  on  their  decisions.  D.2.10 

8)  Page  IV.D.61,  in  discussing  forecasts  of  net  housing  additions,  refers  to 
taking  into  account  "other  proposals  from  the  City's  Residence  Element  to 
expand  the  supply  of  housing  in  several  areas  near  to  the  C-3  District."  WTiac 
specific  proposals  are  referred  to?  D.2.2 

9)  The  DEIR  indicates  that  there  is  likely  to  be  a  better  "match"  between  job 
growth  and  housing  growth  in  San  Francisco  in  the  future  than  has  occurred  in 
the  past  because  of  a  larger  addition  of  housing  (page  IV.D.78).    To  what 
extent  does  this  projection  take  into  account  the  proportion  of  City  residents 

who  will  fill  the  approximately  100,000  jobs  in  the  City  outside  of  the  C-3  q  2.9 

District? 

Housing  is  particularly  sensitive  to  cumulative  development  effects.  To 

identify  housing  impacts,  and  to  propose  meaningful  mitigation  measures,  all 

the  contributory  factors  must  be  addressed.    Thus,  the  housing  portion  of  the 

EIR  should  discuss  the  cumulative  impacts  of  C-3  and  non-C-3  employment  growth     q  2  2 

on  the  City's  housing  conditions. 

^  D.2.6 
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If  the  City  provides  only  20,000  units  of  housing,  but  one-third  of  the 
200,000  persons  filling  new  jobs  (C-3  and  non-C-3  employment  growth)  wish  to 
live  in  the  City,  we  are  concerned  that  severe  demand  pressures  will  be  placed 
on  the  San  Francisco  housing  market,  leading  to  substantial  increases  in 
housing  costs  and  to  displacement  of  lower  and  moderate  income  residents  by 
the  more  affluent.    If  one  focuses  on  total  employment  growth,  not  just  C-3, 
to  what  extent  are  these  concerns  valid?    What  are  the  underlying  data  pro- 
jections with  respect  to  non-C-3  employees  residing  in  the  City?  D.2.5 

10)  The  "match"  of  people  to  housing  is  expected  to  improve  in  the  future 
(page  IV.D.78).    What  if  it  doesn't?    Will  San  Francisco  be  left  with  a  glut 
of  expensive  condominiums  used  as  tax  write-offs  for  large  corporations  while 
the  people  needing  housing  cannot  afford  the  high-cost  housing  that  is  available? 

What  income  levels  (in  1984  constant  dollars)  will  be  necessary  to  purchase  D.3.1 
housing  in  San  Francisco  in  1990  and  2000  (using  alternative  scenarios)?  D.3.3.fi 

11)  Assuming  20,000  new  housing  units  are  constructed  in  San  Francisco  by  the 
year  2000,  what  conditions  would  prevail  in  terms  of  housing  availability  and 
affordability?    What  if  30,000  units  were  constructed?    What  if  only  15,000 
units  were  constructed?    Is  it  not  feasible  to  put  together  a  matrix  projecting 
significant  housing  "indicia"  based  upon  alternative  housing  scenarios?  D.3.3,1 

12)  To  adequately  assess  housing-related  impacts  a  housing  "discomfort  index" 
(not  unlike  the  transportation  indices  to  describe  transit  crowding  conditions) 
should  be  developed.    In  dealing  with  the  housing  issue  over  time,  the  Coalition 
believes  it  necessary  to  establish  base-line  data  that  we  can  use  as  a  point 

of  reference.    Obvious  components  would  include:  vacancy  rates,  household  density, 
population  density,  and  cost  indices  relative  to  the  cost  of  living  (for  both 
rental  and  ownership  housing).    The  indices  should  also  include  demographic  D.I 
information . 


13)    A  major  problem  with  the  DEIR,  one  that  relates  to  issues  areas  besides 
housing,  is  that  it  fails  to  consider  alternative  growth  management  plans  for 
the  C-3  District.    We  feel  that  it  is  imperative  to  know  the  impacts  of  an  p.l 
annual  growth  limit  plan  as  well  as  a  plan  that  ties  growth  to  the  City's 
ability  to  serve  the  needs  generated  by  that  growth.    The  latter  plan  would 
require  the  establishment  of  indices  for  transit  carrying  capacity  and  auto  p*^ 
congestion  as  well  as  the  housing  adequacy  indices  mentioned  above. 


D.5 
P.I 
P.2 


Conclusion  <  j^^l 

The  DEIR  portrays  San  Francisco  as  a  community  whose  soul  is  available  D.3.1 
to  the  highest  bidder.    The  housing  discussion  in  the  DEIR  glibly  smooths  over 
the  problems  and  takes  a  laissez-faire  attitude  to  possible  mitigations  and 
an  effective  public  sector  role. 

The  Coalition  recognizes  that  the  City  is  going  to  have  to  increase  its 
fiscal  commitment  just  to  manage  —  not  counting  any  direct  involvement  in  de- 
velopment —  its  housing  responsibilities.    The  City  needs  to  be  spending  more 
energy  in  determining  how  to  meet  the  housing  needs  of  its  citizens.    The  re- 
sources within  the  Mayor's  Office  and  the  Planning  Department  are  woefully 


D.5 
Z.1 
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D.3.1 

inadequate,  given  the  immensity  of  the  task  (and  the  energy  and  effort  spent 

by  the  public  sector  on  other  matters,  some  of  which  have  an  adverse  impact  on  D.6 

City  housing  conditions).  Z.1 

Z.3 

The  DEIR  avoids  discussion  of  controversial  issues  such  as:  Where  will 
new  housing  be  built?  How  many  current  residents  will  "choose"  to  leave  San 
Francisco  because  of  housing  costs?    What  if  housing  at  the  periphery  of  the 

Bay  Area  is  not  available  at  affordable  prices?    How  will  the  quality  of  life  D.I 

be  affected?    Avoidance  of  these  questions  is  not  acceptable  to  the  Coalition.  D.2.6 

We  demand  that  the  housing  sections  of  the  DEIR  be  revised  so  that  the  perti-  D  3  1 

nent  facts  and  projections  are  brought  into  the  open  for  public  review.    The  D  3  3  4 

citizens  deserve  no  less,  as  their  future  is  being  put  up  for  grabs.  'jLt' 

Until  the  DEIR  on  the  Downtown  Plan  includes  thorough  analyses  of 
alternative  growth  management  plans  and  answers  the  specific  housing-related 

concerns  raised  above,  it  cannot  be  considered  complete,  accurate  and  up  to  8.1.1 

date.  8.2 


1 
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COALIT.       FOR  SAN  FRANCISCO  NEIC  30RH00DS 

P.O.  BOX  5882 
SAN  FRANCISCO.  CALIFORNIA  94101 


Alan  Rasnlcfc 

821-2384 
Bob  MorrK 

931-7254 

Haidl  ChlDP 
Tn»$ur»r 
663-4372 
BatMtts  Oralka 
Aacortf'/>0  Sacrafary 
282-5910 
Lloo  Kuniz 
Con»tpond»ne»  S*er»tary 

Alamo  Souara 
Naighbottiood  Aasociation 
Cow  Hollow  Asaooalton 
Diamond  Halghta 
Community  Aaaociation 
Ouboca  Triangle 
NaighborAood  Aasociation 
Eaat  and  West  o« 
Castro  Street 
Improvement  Club.  Inc. 

East  Mission 
Improvamant  Association 

Eureka  Valley 
Promotion  Association 

Eureka  Valley  Trails 
and  Art  Network 
Friends  ot  No«  Valley 
Glen  Park  Association 
Golden  Gate  Heignis 
Neigtiborhood  Association 
Golden  Gate  Valley 
Neighborhood  Association 
Greater  Westportal 
Neighborhood  Association 
Haight  Ashbury 
Improvement  Association 
Haight  Ashbury 
Naightxxhood  Council 
Inrwr  Sunset  Action 
Committee 
Jordan  Park 
Improvement  Association 
Lakeshore  Acres 
Improvement  Club.  Inc 
La  Raza  aa  Aocion  Local 
Mission  Creek  Harbor 
Assooalton.  Inc. 
Nob  Hill  Neighbors 
Pacilic  Heights 
Neighborhood  Council 

Pacific  Heights 
Residents  Association 

Parkmercad  Residents 
Organization 
Planning  Association 
for  the  Rtchmond 
Potrero  Boosters 
and  Merchants  Associstion 
Potrero  Hill  League 
o(  Active  Neighbor* 
Russian  Hill 
Improvement  Association 
Russian  Hill  Neight>or^ 
Sacramento  Street 
Neighborhood  Improvement 
Associstion 
South  of  Market  Alliance 
Stanyan-Fulton  Street 
NeighbortKiod  Association 
Suruel  Neighbors  United 
Sunaet-Parkstde  Education 
and  Action  Committee 
Temescal  Terrace 
Association 
Tenderloin  Neighborhood 
Association 


THE  DOWNTOWN  PLAN  DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


Preservation  of  Architectural/Historic 

Resources  and  the  Transfer 
 of  Development  Rights  


The  draft  EIR's  treatment  of  architectural/historical 

resources  is  superficial  and  the  analysis  of  the  transfer 

of  development  rights  proposal  is  not  at  all  developed.  H.I 

1.  In  particular,  no  economic  analysis  is  presented 
which  would  indicate  what  the  trade-offs  may  be  between 
preservation  and  development  for  a  given  site, 
resulting  from  the  constraints  or  incentives  contained 
in  the  plan  and/or  alternatives.     For  example,  it 
would  appear  to  be  possible  to  construct  a  model  to 
determine  the  break-even  point  between  demolition 

and  development,  given   (i)  the  density  of  the 

existing  building,    (ii)   the  permitted  density,  and 

(iii)  the  demand.     Without  such  a  model,  it  is  impossible 

to  determine  whether  any  given  incentive  would  be 

effective. 

2.  The  treatment  by  the  draft  EIR  of  transfer  of 
development  rights   (TDR)  as  a  mitigation  measure  is 
wholly  conjectural  and  is  not  rooted  in  the  kind  of 
economic  analysis  described  above.     Absent  such  an 
analysis,  it  is  impossible  to  determine  whether  the 
measure  would  be  very  effective  or  would  have  no 

effect  at  all.  0.1 

a)       On  page  V.H.I. ,   it  is  stated  that  "Reductions 
in  height  and  basic  FAR  limits  from  those  provided 
in  the  existing  Planning  Code. would  reduce  economic 
incentives  to  demolish  older  buildings  and  would  help 
create  a  market  for  the  transfer  of  development  rights 
from  such  buildings".     This  result  might  be  forthcoming, 
but  not  necessary.     If  permitted  denisty  is  still 
substantially  in  excess  of  the  density  of  an  older 
building  and  demand  remains  high,   there  would  still 
be  an  economic  incentive  to  demolish  the  building.  j 
Further,  if  the  volume  of  TDRs  greatly  exceeds  the 
demand  for  them,  the  TDRs  may  have  so  little  value 
that  their  sale  would  provide  little  incentive  for 
preservation.     The  EIR  must  explore  these  questions 
with  some  valid  economic  modelling.  C.I 
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b)       The  draft  EIR  analyzes  TDRs    only    from  the  perspective 
of  the  site  from  which  they  are  transferred  and  not  from  the 
perspective  of  the  receiving  site.     Since  TDRs  permit  increased 
density  on  the  receiving  site,  it  is  probable  that  development 
on  such  a  site  would  have  a  negative  impact.     Concentration  of 
receiving  sites  could  create  a  substantially  adverse  impact  in 
a  neighborhood.     Since  the  TDRs  would  probably  not  be  used  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  sites  on  which  they  were  generated,  the  adverse 
effects  on  immediate  vicinity  of  the  receiving  site  would  not 
be  offset  by  the  beneficial  effects  of  preservation  of  a  low-density 
building  nearby. 

3.       With  the  foregoing  analysis  having  been  completed,  the  EIR 
should  evaluate  alternative  forms  of  TDR,  such  as  limiting  the 
sites  which  could  generate  them,  limiting  the  sites  which  could 
receive  them,  and  limiting  the  distance  over  which  they  may  be 
transferred.     The  aim  should  be  to  create  a  system  which  produces 
a  real  economic  incentive  to  preserve  significant  structures 
while  minimizing  adverse  environmental  effect.     It  is  unclear 
as  to  whether  the  proposed  TDR  system  accomplishes  these  goals 
and  the  draft  EIR  contains  no  data  which  could  lead  one  to 
decide  this  issue. 
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COALITL   i  FOR  SAN  FRANCISCO  NEIG  ORHOODS 

P.O.  BOX  5882 
SAN  FRANCISCO.  CALIFORNIA  941 01 


I 


Man  Rasnick 

821-2384 
Bob  Morria 

931-7254 
Haidl  Chipp 
Tr»»sur»r 
863-4372 
Babatta  Drafka 
Aacortf//)|7  Saermiarf 
282-5019 
Lion  Kuniz 
Corratpondtnea  Saerattry 

Alamo  Sauara 
Nalghbofttood  Aasociation 
Cow  Hollow  Aaaooatlon 

Diamond  Haighta 
Community  Aaaociation 

Ouboca  Trianpla 
Naighbortwod  Aaaociation 
East  and  Wast  of 
Castro  Straat 
Improvamant  Club.  Inc. 

East  l^ission 
Improvamant  Association 
Eureka  Vallay 
Promotion  Association 

Eureka  Valley  Trails 
and  Art  Network 

Friends  ol  No*  Vallay 
Glan  Park  Association 
Golden  Gale  Heights 
Neighborhood  Association 
Golden  Gate  Valley 
Neighborhood  Asaociation 
Greater  Westportal 
Neighborhood  Association 
Height  Ashbury 
Improvement  Association 
Height  Ashbury 
Neighborhood  Council 
Inrtar  Sunset  Action 
Committee 
Jordan  Park 
Improvamant  Association 
Lakeshore  Acres 
Improvement  Club.  Inc. 
La  Raia  ea  Accion  Local 
Miaaion  Creek  Hartxx 
Assooation,  Inc. 
Nob  Hill  Neighbors 
Pacific  Heights 
Neighborhood  Council 

Pecilic  Heights 
Residents  Association 

Parkmerced  Residents 
Organization 
Plannirtg  Association 
tor  the  Richmond 
Polrero  Boosters 
and  Merchants  Associstion 
Potrero  Hill  League 
ol  Active  Neighbors 
Russian  Hill 
Improvement  Association 
Ruasian  Hill  Neighljors 

Sacramento  Street 
Neighborhood  improvement 
Association 
South  of  Market  Alliance 
Slanyan-Fullon  Street 
Neighborhood  Association 
Sunaet  Neighbors  United 
Surwet  Parkside  Education 
•rtd  Action  Committee 
Temescal  Terrace 
Association 
Tandenoin  Neighborhood 
Association 


THE  DOWNTOWN  PLAN  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  REPORT  TRANSPORTATION  IMPLICATIONS 


By  CSFN  Transportation 
Committee 


The  volume,  nature,  and  timing  of  development  in 
downtown  San  Francisco  as  proposed  in  the  Downtown  Plan 
will  impose  substantial  demands  upon  the  transportation 
system  of  the  Bay  Area.     The  extent  of  this  growth  and 
the  manner  in  which  the  additional  demand  is  handled 
will  affect  such  diverse  environmental  factors  as  air 


quality,  traffic  congestion,  crowding  of  transit  "-3 

vehicles,  and  the  quality  of  life  in  residential  E.2 

neighborhoods.     The  impacts  could  be  severely  felt  E.3 

downtown  and  also  severely  felt  in  locales  many  miles  I 

from  downtown.  Z.I 


We  believe  that  ti.  ;  draft  EIR  fails  to  adequately 

assess  the  scope  of  the  impact  and  to  realistically 

assess  the  feasibility  of  mitigation  measures.  ^-2 

A.  Impact. 

1.  General: 

a)      The  transportation  data  is  based,  almost 
exclusively,  on  sampling  done  during  1981/1982  or  even 
as  early  as  1977.     Thus,  the  1984  data  presented  are 
projections,  not  based  on  current  sampling.     At  the 
same  time  there  has  been  unprecedented  growth  within 
C-3  district  since  1981.     We  are  concerned  that  the 
1984  data  projections  are  not  accurate,  particularly  in 
light  of  empirical  observations  which  suggest  that 
transit  vehicles  loads  and  freeway  traffic  conditions 
are  worse  than  described.  E.1.3 

Is  it  not  wise  to  test  the  methodology 
employed  in  making  projections  from  the  1981/1982  base 
data  by  doing  current  sampling  and  comparing  the 
results  thereof  against  the  1984  projections?  E.1.2 
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We  suggest  a  small-scale  random  followup  employee 

survey,  similar  to  the  one  described  at  pages  Jll-2,  to  determine 

the  accuracy  of  the  1984  transportation  projections.  We 

presently  are  in  the  position  of  making  decisions  based  upon 

1981/1982  data  (on  even  data  collected  earlier).     The  problem  is 

compounded  by  the  tremendous  growth  within  (and  outside)  the  C-3 

district  since  1982.  ^  ^  ^ 

E.1.2 

b)  In  estimating  transportation  impacts,  non-C-3 
growth  is  projected  to  increase  at  the  same  rate  as  C-3  growth 
(see  J20-25).    What  rate  of  growth  is  projected?    What  are  the 
bases  for  this  assumption  as  to  the  rate  of  non-C-3  growth  rate? 
Does  the  1981  data  afford  a  reasonable  basis  for  projecting  the 
increase  in  non-C-3  vehicle  trips  across  the  Bridges  given  recent 
growth  in  non-C-3  areas  (see  page  J22).  E.I. 6 

Does  the  EIR's  assumption  re  non-C-3  growth  adequately 
account  for  recent  growth  of  commercial  space  in  the  areas  north 
and  west  of  C-3  and  into  the  south  of  Market?    What  have  been  the 
annual  growth  figures  and  rates  for  these  areas  since  1975?  E.1.6 

Page  Jl  refers  to  "traffic  volume  counts"  which 
included  data  collected  previously  by  others.    When  did  these 
data  collections  occur?    Data  collected  prior  to  1981  should  be 
identified  and  it  should  be  explained  why  that  data  is  relevant 
to  1984  projections.     The  significance  of  this  is  its  effect  on 
the  credibility  of  the  transportation  projections.  E.1.3 

c)  Is  it  valid  to  ignore  morning  commute  conditions 
where  such  conditions  are  worse  than  encountered  during  the 
evening  commute?    We  request  that  specific  morning  transportation 
events  be  described,  specifically,  the  Bridge  approaches  and  the 
101/280  interchange.     (Re  page  IV.  E12.)  E.1.3 

d)  The  top  of  page  IV  E20  refers  to  increase  costs 
associated  with  peak  period  commuting.     Other  than  greater  time 

spent  in  the  commute,  what  costs  does  the  text  refer  to?  E.1.4 

e)  There  should  be  specific  focus  on  City  residents 
commuting  from  the  west  side  of  the  City.     These  persons  have  the 
most  crowded  transit  conditions  of  any  Bay  Area  commuters. 
Drivers  from  the  west  side  constitute  over  40  percent  of  all 
vehicles  entering  the  C-3  district.     This  area  of  the  City  should 
be  targeted  for  specific  short  and  mid-term  mitigations.     It  may 
be  a  long  time  before  a  Geary  Street  Metro  extension  is 
constructed.     What  happens  until  then?    Two-thirds  of  these 
residents  are  already  taking  transit  so  it  would  appear  that 
improving  transit  service  levels  to  the  west  side  is  one 
essential  step.     Commute  conditions  for  these  areas  should  be 
described  in  the  event  mitigation  measures  are  not  successful.  E.3.2 
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f)      The  Peninsula  provides  the  highest  percentage  of 
persons  traveling  by  vehicle  compared  to  transit.     This  suggests 
the  necessity  of  a  BART  extension  to  the  Airport  with 
intermediate  stations  and  an  SP  upgrade.     San  Mateo  County  must 
make  the  decision  to  buy  into  BART.  E.2.3 


2.       Traffic  Impacts: 


a)      Table  IV  E5  shows  peak  hour  volume  to  capacity 
ratios  (V/C)   for  a  number  of  intersections  within  the  C-3 
district.     Almost  half  of  these  are  already  at  unsatisfactory 
levels.     To  what  extent  are  the  conditions  described  here  and  at 
pages  IV  E14-15  and  38  representative  of  other  intersections? 
The  Table  also  shows  that  almost  all  of  these  intersections  will 
further  deteriorate  by  the  year  2000  if  increases  in  transit 
capacity  and  ride  sharing  do  not  take  place.  E.3.2 

Additional  intersections  should  have  been  surveyed  for  the 
following  reasons: 


i)       Intersections  external  to  the  C-3  district 
are  affected  by  activity  in  that  district  in  the  same  way 
that  bridges  and  transit  systems  external  to  the  C-3 
district  are  affected.     Indeed,  the  environmental  effects  of 
additional  traffic  in  residential  districts  outside  the  C-3 
district  are  greater,  affecting  not  only  the  commuters  and 
office  workers,  themselves,  but  also  residents  along  the 
route  who  receive  increased  noise,  air  pollution,  and  E.3.2 
congestion. 


ii)      Only  a  few  of  the  intersections  surveyed  are 
used  by  San  Franciscans  who  drive  or  take  transit  to  the  C-3 
district.  E.Z,2 

iii)       Intersections  which  now  perform  well  may 
receive  additional  traffic  diverted  from  the  more  congested 
intersections.     For  example,  traffic  from  the  Golden  Gate 
Bridge  may  divert  from  Lombard  Street  to  Bush  or  even  Oak  if  E.3.2 
conditions  worsen. 


iv)       Intersections  which  now  perform  well  may 
receive  additional  traffic  diverted  from  the  better 
performing  intersections.     For  example,  traffic  from  the 
Golden  Gate  Bridge  may  divert  from  Lombard  Street  to  Bush  or 
even  Oak  if  conditions  worsen.  E.3,2 


v)       Additional  data  should  be  provided  in  >  der 
to  determine  effects  of  increased  congestion  on  transit 

scheduling  and  impacts  on  newly  created  residential  E.2.2.J 

neighborhoods.  112 
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We  believe  additional  intersections  affecting  San  Francisco 

neighborhoods  should  also  have  been  surveyed  to  better  describe 

the  extent  of  traffic  flow  on  San  Francisco  streets.  Significant 

intersections  include,  but  are  not  limited  to  Market/Church, 

Market/Castro,  Portola/St.  Francis  Circle,  and  various  locations 

on  Mission,  Geary,  Fell,  Franklin  and  Lombard.  E.3.2 

b)  Pages  IV  E5  and  IV  E15  project  "minor"  shifts  from 
single  occupant  auto  use  to  transit  and  ride  sharing  for  1984. 

We  request  that  sampling  be  done  to  confirm  if  these  shifts  have 
occurred  and  in  what  corridors.     We  believe  this  is  important 
because  of  the  extent  to  which  such  shifts  are  key  to  the 
transportation  projections  that  we  will  be  able  to  accommodate 
projected  growth. 

c)  We  differ  with  the  characterization  of  the  freeway 
loads.     For  example,  the  Central  Skyway  is  frequently  observed 
with  "Level  of  Service  F"  conditions  as  early  as  3:30  p.m.  (Page 
IV  E13.)     What  will  conditions  be  like  on  the  Central  Skyway  in 
1990  and  2000? 


E.I. 2 


E.3.1 


d)       The  peak  period  total  number  of  vehicles  to  the 
Peninsula  appears  to  be  7,420,  not  the  6,700  reported  in  the 
middle  paragraph  of  page  J22.  E.3.1 

3.       Transit  Impacts: 

a)       The  difficulty  we  have  with  the  transit  impacts  is 
the  same  that  we  have  with  the  transit  mitigation  measures  (see 
below):     The  draft  EIR  assumes  that  each  transit  agency's 
existing  1983-1988  five-year  plan  will  be  carried  out  and  that 
certain  selected  projects  beyond  that  period  will  be  carried  out. 
As  more  fully  discussed  below,  MTC  and  most  other  commentators 
believe  that  it  is  unlikely  that  all  of  these  projects  can  be 
funded  with  available  resources.     Thus,  the  impacts  on  the 
transit  system  shown  in  the  draft  EIR  are  probably  unrealisti- 
cally  optimistic.     The  EIR  should  evaluate  the  impacts  resulting 
from  lower  levels  of  transit  improvements  and  expansion.  In 
evaluating  the  probability  that  certain  measures  will  be  imple- 
mented financial  constraints  as  well  as  political  constraint, 
(e.g.,  regarding  BART  expansion  into  San  Mateo  County  and  the 
development  of  transit-preferential  streets)   should  be  taken  into 
account . 


E.2.1.1 
E.2.3 


b)       Page  IV  E7  notes  near-capacity  peak-hour  and 
peak-period  loadings  on  some  routes  in  1981/1982.     It  is  our 
understanding  that  for  MUNI  this  data  is  aggregated  and  that 
certain  routes  are  better  or  worse  than  others  in  terms  of 
capacity  loadings.     We  request  data  on  the  specific  MUNI  routes 
that  are  at  or  over  capacity.     Among  these  we  believe  are  the 
Geary  Street,  the  Sacramento  Street,  MUNI  Metro  and  the  Mission 
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street  lines.     This  data  is  essential,  particularly  in  light  of 

the  admission  on  page  IV  E9  that  overall  ridership  conditions  are 

distorted  by  aggregating  the  date.     For  example,  we  believe  that 

Muni  Metro  frequently  operates  at  Level  F,  crush  loading 

conditions.     We  believe  that  some  of  the  bus  lines,  particularly 

the  Geary,  Sacramento,  Stockton  and  Mission  lines  are  similarly  E.2.2 

overburdened,  E.2.2.3 

c)       In  gauging  the  future  capacity  of  suburban 
systems,  particularly  BART,   it  is  not  clear  that  the  projected 
increase  of  mileage  of  the  system,  as  well  as  significant  growth 
in  Contra  Costa  County  has  been  considered.     The  mileage 
expansion  will  increase  time  taken  by  each  train  to  complete 
runs.     Increased  travel  to  suburban  job  locations  will  increase 
competition  for  space  on  BART  trains.     Have  these  factors  been 
considered?     If  so,  what  does  the  pertinent  data  show?  E.2.3 

E.  1.4.3 

4.  Cumulative  and  Regional  Impacts: 

Curiously,  the  draft  EIR  appears  to  limit  its 

discussion  of  impacts  to  the  C-3  district  and  the  people 

travelling  to  and  from  that  district.     It  does  not  take  into 

account  the  effect  of  downtown  development  on  other  parts  of  San 

Francisco  or  the  remainder  of  the  region.     For  example,  BART  may 

have  sufficient  capacity  to  carry  East  Bay  commuters  to  and  from 

their  jobs  in  San  Francisco,  but  would  the  system  also  be  able  to  E,1,4.J 

accommodate  substantial  employment  growth  in  downtown  Oakland,  E.1.7 

which  is  served  by  those  same  trains?    To  what  extent  would    p  o  3  ^-^-S.? 

diversion  of  employment  to  the  ends  of  the  BART  lines  (e.g.,    *  *  E.2.4 

Richmond,  Fremont,  Condord)  result  in  more  efficient  use  of  the 

system  by  encouraging  two-way  usage  during  rush  hours?     (This  may 

be  discussed  as  a  mitigation  measure.)  _ 

E.4    E.3.2    E.3.1  E.2.7.4 

Similarly,  cumulative  impacts  have  not  -leen  discussed. 
Other  development,  such  as  the  proposed  Mission  Bay  project,  and 
other  non-C-3  development  in  San  Francisco,  together  with 
development  outside  the  City,  such  as  in  downtown  Oakland,  will 
affect  the  transportation  system  and  should  be  expressly  taken  E.1.5 
into  account.  E.1.9  i 

5.  Financial  Impacts: 

The  plan  proposes  transportation  projects  which  will  be 
very  expensive  and  will  likely  not  be  paid  for  by  the  federal  or 
state  governments.     To  what  extent  will  they  be  a  financial 
burden  on  the  residents  of  San  Francisco  and  of  the  region? 
While  an  EIR  does  not  expressly  address  financial  considerations, 
this  question  has  implications  relating  to  af fordabil ity  of 
residence,  feasibility  of  the  projects,  and  the  desirability  of  £.2.7 
San  Francisco  as  a  location  for  new  office  development. 


E.2.5 
E.2.6 
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B.      Rail  Transit  Mitigation  Measures. 

1.  The  rail  transit  mitigation  measures  (Nos.  2  through 
12)  set  forth  a  number  of  rail  transit  projects  designed  to 
alleviate  existing  insufficient  capacity  and  to  accommodate 
additional  travel  resulting  from  the  growth  projected  by  the 
proposed  Downtown  Plan.     Some  of  these  projects  are  said  be 
"essential"  to  accommodate  projected  growth  (e.g.,  the 
Embarcadero  turnaround),  some  are  said  to  be  "not  essential",  bat 
would  "substantially  improve  service"   (e.g.,  the  MUNI  Metro 
Geary/3rd  Street  line)  and  for  other  measures  no  indication  is 

made  as  to  whether  they  are  essential.  E.6 

2.  The  timing  of  these  mitigation  measures  is  not 
expressed  except  in  generalities  and  for  some  no  time  is  given. 
It  does  not  appear  that  any  project  will  be  in  operation  prior  to 
1987  or  1988  and  most  will  not  materialize,   if  at  all,  until  well 
into  the  1990s.     There  is  no  indication  that  the  timing  of  the 
mitigation  measures  is  at  all  related  to  the  timing  of  the 
overcrowding  of  existing  services.     Rather,   it  would  appear  that 

the  timing  of  mitigation  measures  is  taken  solely  from  plans  or  E.6 
hopes  of  operating  agencies.  P.2.1 

3.  The  description  of  the  mitigation  measures  does  not 
imply  that  any  of  them  can  or  will  be  carried  out.     In  some  cases 
(such  as  with  the  BART  extension  to  SFO  with  intermediate 
stations  or  Geary  Street  Muni  Metro  service)   there  are  political 
constraints  which  might  preclude  implementation  of  the  measure. 
In  most  cases,  however,   financial  constraints  will  be  most 
prominent.     Measures  4  through  12  are  new  starts  or  expansions  of 
existing  services  and  are  described  in  the  MTC  San  Francisco  Bay 
Area  New  Rail  Transit  Starts  and  Extensions  Staff  Recommendations 
(December  1,  1983).     According  to  MTC ' s  figures,  the  cost  of 
construction  for  these  mitigation  measures  would  amount  to  as 
much  as  $2,352,000,000.     Even  if  the  Geary/3rd  Street  LRV  line 
(which  the  EIR  says  is  "not  essential"  to  mitigate  impacts)  is 
removed,  the  total  is  $1,552,000,000.     While  this  amount  seems 
formidable,   it  should  be  noted  that  San  Francisco's  needs  must 
compete  with  needs  for  other  parts  of  the  region.     MTC  estimates 
that  the  total  amount  of  new  construction  for  projects  which  it 
has  identified  could  be  as  much  as  $6,566,000,000  through  2000. 
The  region,   in  turn,  must  compete  with  other  projects  throughout 
the  state  (up  to  $8,200,000,000  through  1993)   and  throughout  the 
country.     MTC  says,  with  respect  to  this  issue: 

Funding  the  $1.2  to  $1.5  billion  Stage  I  ;i983- 
1993]  program  will  be  a  formidable  challenge  in 
itself.     Funding  the  entire  $5  to  $7  billion 
program  proposed  by  the  operators  would  be 

virtually  impossible  at  this  time.  eg 
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The  foregoing  figures  do  not  include  such  programs  as  the 

proposed  north-south  "shallow  subways"  described  in  Measure 

No.  20,  or  the  Van  Ness  subway  described  in  Measure  No.  46,  for 

which  no  costs  have  been  estimated  and  which  are  not  part  of 

MTC's  plan.     Thus,  the  mitigation  measures  proposed  fail  in  two 

respects:     (1)  they  fail  to  identify  the  probable  timing  of  the 

measures  and  their  mitigation  of  adverse  impacts  and  (2)  they 

fail  to  realistically  assess  the  prospects  that  these  measures 

can  actually  be  implemented.  E.6 

C .       Non-Rail  Transit. 

1.  Mitigation  Measure  No.  13  is  also  defective  for  the 
reasons  described  above  (relating  to  timing  and  probability  of 
funding).     First,  it  projects  capacity  increases  of  15  percent  by 
1990  and  24  percent  by  2000.     However,  it  fails  to  indicate  how 
those  increases  will  be  allocated  to  relieve  overcrowding  and  the 
timing  of  that  allocation.     In  addition,  there  is  no  indication 
as  to  whether  the  vehicle  acquisition  program  described  has 
already  been  funded  or  whether  reasonably  available  funds  have 
been  identified. 

2.  The  issue  is  not  addressed  in  this  section  as  to  how 
the  increases  in  numbers  of  vehicle-seats  will  translate  into 
added  capacity.     It  has  been  recognized  elsewhere  in  the  report 
that  downtown  and  congestion  may  largely  offset  the  effects  of 
increases  in  transit  capacity,  notwithstanding  the  mitigation 
measures.     Therefore,  it  may  be  assumed  that  a  15-percent 
increase  in  vehicle  seats  will  result  in  a  somewhat  smaller 
increase  in  actual  capacity  by  1990. 


E.6 


E.2.2.3 


3.       The  EIR  should  discuss  as  mitigation  measures  more 
types  of  alternative  transit  service,  especially  to  areas  which 
are  now  poorly  served  and  which  are  difficult  to  serve  by 
conventional  means.     For  example,  the  BART  shuttle  to  Miraloma 
Park  has  proved  popular  and  its  expansion  to  other  neighborhoods 
should  be  considered.     Expansion  of  jitney  service,  especially 
with  flexible  routes  through  lower  density  arears,  should  be  E-S 
considered.  E.6.2.2 

D.      Automobile  Mitigation  Measures. 

1.       The  draft  EIR  proposes,  as  a  mitigation  measure, 
limiting  automobile  commuting  by  limiting  the  number  of  parking 
spaces . and  by  maintaining  or  reducing  existing  automobile 
capacities  of  the  bridges,  highways  and  freeways  entering  the 
City.     This  concept  is  admirable,  but  could  be  expanded.  Many 
City  streets  serve  as  conduits  for  an  excessive  amount  of  commute 
traffic,  both  from  within  and  outside  of  the  City.     In  some  areas 
(e.g..  Oak  and  Fell  Streets,  Pine  and  Bush  Streets),  towaway 
zones  have  been  established  n  residential  neighborhoods  in  order 
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to  increase  the  capacity  of  the  streest  during  peak  periods. 

These  zones  remove  scarce  parking  spaces  in  those  residential 

neighborhoods  while  encouraging  commuters  to  drive  downtown. 

Removal  of  these  towaway  zones  would  restrict  automobile  access 

to  the  downtown  (resulting  in  switch  to  other  modes)  and  would 

expand  the  number  of  parking  in  the  neighborhoods.  E.6.3 

2.      One  mitigation  measure  which  should  be  discussed  is 
that  of  increasing  parking  taxes  (especially  for  long-term 
parking)     If  the  number  of  parking  spaces  is  limited  (as  proposed 
by  the  Plan)  and  the  demand  for  those  spaces  increases  (as 
assuredly  it  will  with  increased  development),  the  law  of  supply 
and  demand  will  cause  the  price  of  those  spaces  to  increase. 
Absent  public  policy  to  the  contrary,  this  increase  in  price  will 
represent  an  unearned  windfall  to  the  parking  lot  owners.  It 
would  be  wise  to  structure  a  parking  tax  which  would  be  at  least 
equal  to  the  amount  of  price  increase  which  market  forces  would 
otherwise  dictate.     If  it  is  desired  to  further  discourage 
automobile  commutation,  a  tax  in  excess  of  that  increment  may  be 
called  for.     The  proceeds  of  this  tax  could  be  used  to  finance 
transit  improvements  called  for  in  the  Plan  for  which  funding  is 
otherwise  unavailable.  E.6.4 

E .       Scheduled  Mitigation. 

Our  principal  proposal  is  that  the  draft  EIR  be  revised  to 

propose  and  the  Downtown  Plan  be  amended  to  include  the  concept 

of  scheduled  mitigation.     In  other  words,  the  volume  of  growth 

under  the  Downtown  Plan  would  be  scheduled.     Likewise,  housing 

and  transportation  mitigation  measures  adequate  to  fully  mitigate 

the  adverse  impact  of  that  growth  would  be  scheduled  over  the 

16-year  period  covered  by  the  Plan.     If  the  scheduled  mitigation 

measures  are  accomplished,  growth  could  occur  as  projected  by  the 

Plan.     If  they  are  not  accomplished,  growth  would  be 

automatically  limited  to  the  extent  necessary  to  avoid  the 

adverse  impact.     All  of  the  schedules  would  be  reviewed  annually 

to  determine  that  they  are  still  accurate,   feasible,  and  reflect  cat 

current  policies.  P2 
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Office  of  Environr.iental  Review 
Department  of  City  Planning 
450  McAllister  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA.  94102 


June  4,  1984 


Please  find  enclosed  comments  from  the  South 
of  Market  Alliance  on  the  Draft  EIR  for  the 
"Downtown  Plan"  (EE  81.3). 

The  main  comnents  are  the  section  titled 
"The  Downtown  Plan  Vs.  The  South  of  Market".  There 
are  two  additional  documents  included  as 
exhibits,  and  portions  of  the  Verba  Buena  Center 
Second  Supplement  to  the  Final  EIR  are  incorporated 
into  the  comments  by  reference. 

I  must  advise  you  that  any  attempts  to  sidestep 
the  major  issues  raised  in  these  comments  by  sweeping 
assertions  such  matters  are  'outside  the  scope'  of 
the  Downtown  Plan  or  its  EIR  will  inevitably  result 
in  litigation  of  the  document,  with  the  attendant 
several -years  delay  in  the  implementation  of  the 
Downtown  Plan.  If  you  are  serious  about  enacting 
your  proposal,  you  will  take  the  time  to  address  all 
the  issues. 

Sincerely, 


Z.1 


Z.1 


B.I 
B.2 
8.4 
D.5 
Z.1 


John  Elberling 


74  Langton  Street 


San  Francisco,  CA  94103  •  861-2757 
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I 

special  Section 

THE  DOWNTOWN  PLAN  VS.   THE  SOUTH  OF  MARKET 


Despite  official  statements  to  the  contrary,     the  Department 

of    City  Planning 's  much-ballyhooed  "Downtown  Plan"  offers  little 

protection  to  the  South  of  Market's  existing  residents,  workers, 
and  small  businesses. 


A.4 


Admittedly,  the  western  South  of  Market  area  which  contains 
the  greatest  concentration  of  these  vital  community  resources  is 
the  subject  of  a  separate  study  process.  The  "South  of  Market 
Industrial  and  Housing  Conservation  Special  Use  District"  was 
established  in  November  of  1983  at  the  behest  of  the  City's  Boa -d 
Df  Supervisors  (not  the  Planning  Department),  and  a  follovs  ) 
zoning  study  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  was  funded  via  a 
'supplemental  appropriation  of  $335,000  approved  by  the  Board  in 
\pril  of  1984.  This  study  is  intended  to  be  completed,  with 
recommended  zoning  and  Planning  Code  changes,  before  May  of  19  8  5 
when  the  development  "moratorium"  which  accompanied  the 
establishment  of  the  Special  Use  District  is  scheduled  to  expire. 
The  scope  of  this  study,  its  objectives,  and  its  community 
oarticipation  program  were  all  refined  by  the  Planning  Department 
following  discussions  with  civic  groups,  includin'--  the  South  of  -  - 
Market  Alliance,  so  that  this  study  process  now  has  wide  support. 

But    none    of  this  has  been  incorported  within  the  Downtown 
I  |?lan  itself  -  and  it  is  that  legislation  which  will  be  acted  upon 
4ow,  in  1984.  A.4 

This  lack  of  planning  coordination  is  more  than  just  a 
ibstract  problem.  That  is  ecause  the  proposals  in  the  Downtown 
Plan  for  the  South  of  Market,  if  adopted,  will  have  destructive 
impacts  on  this  neighborhood  which  cannot  be  fully  reversed  even 
3y  very  different  legislation  one  year  later  (i_f  adopted  -  which 
IS  never  certain,  and  therefor  not  part  of  the  legally  identified  A.4 
;ontent  of  the  Downtown  Plan  for  CEQA  purposes).  S.1.1 

Y.I 

For  this  reason,  it  is_  vital  to  revise  the  proposed  Downtown 
Uan  legislation  affe  :ing  the  Sourh  of  Marker  chat  will  be 
considered  for  adoption  in  1984 .  A.4 


Y.I 


For  the  sake  of  legal  adequacy  within  the  Downtown  .Plan 
Invironmental  Impact  Report  Process,  this  Special  Section  will  be 
livided  into  the  EIR  categories  of:  (B)  Land  Use  and  Real  Estate 
development;  (D)  Residence  Patterns  and  Housing;  and,  (F) 
Community  Services. 

S.1.1 

The  revisions  to  the  Downtown  Plan  proposed  as  part  of  this 
louth    of  Market  Neighborhood  Plan  are  fully  stated  within  those 
'ections,     and    are    hereby  formally  proposed  as  a  group     for  an 
Iternative    that    must    be  fully  evaluated  as     such    within  the 
lowntown  Plan  Environmental  Impact  Report.  A.4 

Y.I 
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(B)  Land  Use  ard  Real  Estate  Development 

It  is  fair  to  say  that  the  South  of  Market  is  the  focal 
point  of  future  development  in  San  Francisco  under  the  Downtown 
Plan.  With  thesingle  exception  of  the  Van  Ness  Corridor  area 
(most  of  which  is  not  included  within  the  Downtown  Plan),  all 
North  of  Market  districts  -  including  the  historic  Financial 
District,  the  Union  Square  area,  and  the  Tenderloin  -  are 
proposed  for  a  general  'downzoning'  of  one  type  or  another  by  the 
Downtown  Plan. 

As  stated  in  the  Downtown  Plan  Draft  Environmental  Report 
(the  "DPDEIR",  or  just  "DEIR"),  "The  Plan  seeks  to  redirect  major 
office  growth  south  of  Market  Street,  primarily  into  the 
southerly  portions  of  Subarea  1  and  Subarea  2".  These  two 
"planning  areas"  comprise  the  northeastern  quarter  of  the  South 
of  Market  -  from  Yerba  Buena  Center  to  the  Bay,  from  Market 
Street  south  to  Folsom  Street. 

Because  Subarea  1  also  includes  the  historic  Financial 
District  north  of  Market  Street,  the  DEIR  fails  to  identify  how 
much  new  office  development  is  projected  for  this  part  of  the 
South  of  Market  alone  (this  needs  to  be  made  clear),  but  between 
1984  and  the  year  2000  based  on  the  DEIR's  projections  it  will  be 
something  more  than  10, 000 ,  OOP  square  feet  of  office  space  -  the 
equivilent  of  about  20  Transamerica  Pyramids.  There  will  be  new 
tourist  hotels  and  retail  complexes  as  well. 

On  the  other  hand,  to  the  west  of  Yerba  Buena  Center  where 
the  South  of  Market's  remaining  affordable  housing  is  now 
concentrated  along  with  many  small  businesses  and  many  vacant 
lots,  the  Downtown  Plan  projects  much  less  -  but  still 
significant  -  amounts  of  office  growth.  Because,  again,  the 
DEIR's  "study  areas"  4  and  5  include  both  North  and  South  of 
Market  areas  while  only  Subarea  3  (the  present  C-3-S  zone  west  of 
YBC  and  south  of  Mission  Street)  is  confined  to  the  South  of 
Market,  the  DEIR  fails  also  to  identify  how  much  new  office 
development  is  projected  for  this  northwestern  quarter  of  the 
South  of  Market  (this  also  needs  to  be  made  clear).  But  based  on 
the  DEIR's  projections,  the  total  amount  of  new  office 
development  here  between  1984  and  2000  will  approach  1,000,000 
square  feet.  This  would  be  divided  among  10  or  more  smaller  new 
office  projects. 

But  wait  -  as  the  say  in  the  Ginsu  television  advertisements 
-  there's  morel  Much  more  1 

As  noted  by  many  commentors,  the  Downtown  Plan  and  its  DEIR 
are  greviously  inadequate  in  their  failure  to  estimate  the  new 
cummulative  development  that  will  occur  as  well  by  the  year  2000 
outside  the  limited  boundaries  of  the  C-3  zoning  district.     It  is 

these  total  numbers,  of  course,  that  provide  the  only  accurate 
basis  for  the  evaluation  of  transit,  traffic,  land  use,  housing, 
air  quality,  etc.,  etc.  impacts.  Most  of  the  ommissions  lie 
within  the  South  of  Market,  as  follows: 
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1.  Verba  Buena  Center 


Actually    the    YBC  Redevlopment  Area  is  included  in  the  C-3 
District  development  projections  in  the  DEIR.  But  it  is  important 
not  to  miss  the  major  issues  YBC  raises  within  the  Downtown  Plan 
-  vitually    none    of    which  are  addressed  in  the  DEIR     (all  the 
.following  require  EIR  disclosure  and  evaluation):  B.2.1 

I         -  The    official    YBC  project  area  is  designated  as     its  own 
special  zoning  district  in  the  Downtown  Plan  -  "C-3-YBC". 
Under     the  Downtown  Plan,     this  entire  area  will  be  toally 
exempted  from  all  the  Plan '  s  new  zoning  an"3  design  rules 
-  and  mitigations  -  until  the  year  20Qfe. 


Z.1 


Instead,  the  existing  provisions  of  the  official 
Redevelopment  Plan  will  remain  the  zoning  rules  until 
then.  It  is  important  to  realize  that  the  provisions  of 
that  Redevelopment  Plan,  most  recently  revised  in  1981, 
with  regard  to  development  density,  height  limits,  design 
rules,  etc.  were  based  on  the  general  City  zoning  rules 
then  in  effect.  Thus  the  Downtown  Plan  proposes  to  'freeze 
into  time*  -  the  next  century!  -  zoning  standards  which 
itself  admits  now  need  major  overhaul  in  the  rest  of 
Downtown.  Z.1 

Even  more  important,  since  the  adoption  of  that 
Redevelopment  Plan  the  City  has  adopted  the  two  most 
significant  mitigtion  measures  regarding  new  office 
development:  the  Transit  Development  Fee,  and  the  Office 
/Housing  Production  Program  ("OHPP").  Neither  of  these  two 
most  significant  mitigation  measures  now  apply  to  any  new 
office  project  in  Yerba  Buena  Center,  and  under  the  D.5.1 
Downtown  Plan,  they  never  will.  E.2.7.2 

What  will  be  the  effects?  Between  1984  and  1990  there  will 
be  a  series  of  new  office  projects  filling  out  YBC:  first, 
the  office  tower (s)  of  Olympia  &  York's  "Yerba  Buena 
Gardens",  totalling  more  than  1,250,000  square  feet, 
second,  a  400,000+  square  foot  office  tower  at  Third  and 
Mission  Streets,  and  later  several  smaller  office  projects 
south  of  Howard  Street  totalling  another  400,000  square 
feet  or  less.  B.2.1 

With  regard  to  transit/transportation  impacts,  there  is 
little  effective  mitiqation  proposed.  Such  measures  are 
discussed  in  the  Final  Second  Supplement  to  the  YBC  EIR. 
There  is  no  provision  for  Transit  Fee  payments  by  any  of 
these  projects  -  doubly  ironic  in  view  of  the  tremendous 
new  parking  facilities  proposed  for  YBC,  including  a  new 
2000  car  underground  garage  underneath  the  "Gardens" 
project. 

With  regard  to  impacts  on  the  City's  affordable  housina 
generated  by  this  new  office  development,   there  are  bettef 


E.2.7.2 


1 
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prospects.  While  the  Third  and  Mission  office  development 
may  unnecessarily  demolish  the  one  remaining  residentia 
hotel  in  YBC,  the  Jessie  Hotel  with  more  than  100  units  (a 
structure  also  determined  eligible  for  listing  on  the 
National  Registry  of  Historic  Places,  and  thereby  a 
potentially  impacted  historic/architectural  resource  of 
the  type  the  Downtown  Plan  seeks  to  protect),  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  has  pledged  to  carry  out  one  of 
the  major  housing  impact  mitigtion  measures  identified  in 
the  project  EIR  Supplement,  the  establishment  of  a  housing 
fund,  within  the  overall  financing  arrangements  for  YBC, 
that  will  be  utilized  to  conserve  the  existing  supply  of 
affordable  housing,  both  resdential  hotels  and  family 
apartments,  located  in  the  western  South  of  Market.  This 
new  fund  will  total  $5,000,000  of  'gap  financing' 
assistance,  potentially  leveraging  $25-35,000,000  of 
additional  housing  investment,  all  directed  at  maintaining 
existing  affordable  housing.  '^•S. 

The  South  of  Market's  Alliance's  proposal  for  the  use  of 
this  housing  mitigation  fund  is  described  in  full  in 
another  special  section  of  this  Neighborhood  Plan,  " The 
YBC/South  of  Market  Housing  Fund".  This  proposal  is  hereby 
formally  proposed  as  a  mitigation  measure  for  YBC  office 
development  impacts  only  to  be  incorporated  in  the 
Downtown  Plan  DEIR  "Mitigation"  section.  D.5.3 

-  There    are     additional  mitigtion  measures  that    have  been 
proosed    as  well  as  part  of  the  YBC  project  for  Community 
Service     impacts.     These  will  be  reviewed  in  section  F    of  2,1 
this  Special  Section. 

Historically,  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Project 
was  the  initial  thrust  of  massive  downtown  development  into  the 
South  of  Market,  part  of  a  recurring  theme  in  San  Francisco 
official  development  planning  since  1960  when,  significantly f 
Joseph  Alioto  became  President  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  M. 
Justin  Herman  its  Director  during  the  administration  of  George 
Christopher.  The  price  of  this  civic  policy,  in  both  dollars  and 
human  costs,  has  been  high  during  the  intervening  quarter  century  Z.1 
-  and  it  has  not  yet  been  paid  in  full. 

The    Downtown    Plan    attempts     to  use    Yerba     Buena    as  the 

'dividing  line'  between  massive  new  development  to  the  east  and . a 
more  protected  area  to  the  west.  But  as  will  be  set  forth  in  this  ^^4 
report,     the  actual  measures  it  proposes  are  inadequate  for    this  2.I 
self -assigned  task. 

2.  Rincon  Point/South  Beach  Redevelopment  Area 

About  one-half  of  this  second  major  South  of  Market 
Redevelopment  Agency  Project  is  included  in  the  Downtown  Plan  and 
its  DEIR,  about  one-half  is  not.  B.2.3 


140 


This    anomaly    results    from    the    C-3    District  limitation 
artifically    applied    to  the  Plan  and  DEIR  by  the    City  Planning 
Department.     The    Redevelopment  Area  was  approved  by  the  City  in 
1981,  the  result  of  a  five-year  waterfront  planning  process  which 
did  include  a  great  deal  of  community  participation,  he  northern 
portion     (Rincon  Point),     lying  within  the  C-3  District,     will  be 
j  principally  commerical  development  and  its  new  office  development 
land  hotel  have  been  incorporated  in  the  DEIR    projections.  Since 
jit    is    not    specifically  exempted  from  the  Downtown    Plan's  new 
i  zoning  and  design  rules,     apparantly  that  new  development  will  be 
j  subject    to  those  regulations  in  addition  to  the  requirements  of 
the    adopted  Redevelopment  Plan  for  this  area  (this  needs    to  be 
confirmed).     In    the  main,     this  will  affect  only  the  planned  new 
warterfront    hotel.     One  major  new  mixed-use    project,  including 
some    residential  development,     is  planned  for  the    Rincon    Annex  B.1.4 
site  (preserving  the  Post  Office  structure).  B.2.2 
{  B.2.3 

The  southern  portion  of  the  Redevelopment  Area   (South  Beach) 
,  is    planned  principally  as  a  new  residential  community  of     2,000  + 
I  units    of    new  housing,     with  a  goal  of  50%  to    be    developed  as 
affordable  housing.     Jhere  will  be  a  significant  amount  of  office 
space  in  the  area,  though,   250,000  square  feet  or  more.  2.1 

As  with  YBC,  the  office  space  proposed  in  this  Redevelopment 
Area  is  not  subject  to  mitigation  requirements  under  the  City's 
^Transit  Impact  Fee  or  OHPP  program.  While  the  office  developers 
here  are  also  building  housing  which  may  meet  or  exceed  the 
requirements  of  the  OHPP  as  it  has  existed  until  legislative 
adoption,  it  is  very  ironic  that  there  is  no  significant 
transit/transportation  impact  mitigation  required  of  developers, 
although  the  City  intends  to  expand  the  MUNI  LRV  Maret  Street 
subway  system  right  past  their  front  doors  along  the  Embarcadero 
south  to  the  Southern  Pacific  rail  terminal,     one  of  the  Downtown 

Plan's  specific  proposed  transit  mitgation  measures.  D.5.1 

E.2.7.2 

The  Downtown  Plan  DEIR  does  take  note  of  this  new  RP/SB 
Redeveloment  Area  housing  as  a  new  supply  resource  working  to 
offset  or  meet  the  new  housing  demand  that  will  be  generated  by 
the  continued  massive  office  development  its  proposes  to 
"accomodate"  -  but  it  'forgets'  to  count  and  subtract  from  that 
beneficial  effect  the  impact  of  the  new  office  space  outside  the 
C-3  District  but  within  the  Redevelopment  Area  that  goes  with  it. 
This  is  a  subtle  form  of  'double  counting',  and  inherently 
misleading.  D.2.5 

3.  Rincon  Hill  Interim  Control  Area 

Not      to    be     outdone     by     the     Redevelopment     Agency,  the 

department     of     City  Planning  has  embarked  on  its  own     effort     to  B.2.1 

foster  visionary  city  development.  8.2.2 

N.2 

This     eastern  South  of  Market  area,     placed  under     temporary  Z.1 
P  development     limits  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in     1983  ,  is 
focused    on    Rincon  Hill,     immediately  north  of  the     Bay  Bridge, 
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reaching    down  to  the  Embarcadero.     In  essence  it  covers  the  area 

lying  between  the  two  separated  halves  of  the  Rincon    Point/South  B.2.3 
Beach  Redevelopment  Project.  It's  potential  was  noted  also  during  11.2 
the  waterfront  planning  process  that  led  to  RP/SB. 

The  Planning  Department  has  had  under  preparation  since  1982 
a    design/zoning    concept    which  intends  to  reate    a    major  new 
residential      complex    here    with    some    associated  "buffering" 
commerical  development.     The  concept  provides  for  up  to  7,500  new 
housing    units,     and    about  1,000,000  square  feet    of  commerical 
development,     mostly  new  or  converted  office  space,  although  this  B.2.2 
amount  will  grow  with  the  newly  planned  development  of  the    Hills  |^^2 
Bros,  complex.  B.2.3 

Z.1 

There  are  two  outstanding  features  of  this  project.  One  is 
the  intended  big  increaes  in  building  height  limits  on  the  crest 
of  Rincon  Hill,  right  next  to  the  landing  point  of  the  Bay 
Bridge^  to  permit  construction  of  30  and  40  story  luxury 
condominium  towers.  The  other  is  the  toal  lack,  to  date,  of  any  B.2.2 
commitment  to  any  production  of  affordable  housing  in  this  B.2.3 
massive  new  complex.  H.4 

N.2 

How    this  might  change  is  unknown.     The  Planning  Department 
has     carefully    kept     the  project  'under  wraps'     since     its  1982 
conceptual    presentation.     The  Draft  Environmental  Impact    Report       r  2  2 
for    the    Plan,     evaluating  the  new  zoning  which  is    intended    to  323 
guide    this    development,     has     been     'almost'     ready    for  draft 
publication  since  late  1983  -  but  has  yet  to  be  released. 


H.4 
N.2 
Z.1 


This  is  a  serious  problem  for  accurate  and  complete  review 
of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  its  DEIR.  There  is  of  course  the 
1,000,000  square  feet  or  more  of  office  development  whose 
housing,  transit,  transportation,  etc.,  etc.  impacts  are  not  E.1.5 
being  included  in  the  DPDEIR's  analysis  (although,  again,  the  new 
housing  is  cited  as  a  resource  to  meet  the  Downtown  Plan's 
housing  impacts,  despie  the  obvious  limited  utility  of 
exclusively  market-rate  housing  in  this  regard).  But  what  is 
outstanding  here  will  be  the  cumulative  visual  impacts  on  the 
City's  skyline.  Expansion  of  office  development  into  the  South  of 
Market  at  a  minimum  200  foot  tall  level  to  the  base  of  Rincon 
Hill,  with  then  an  outcrop  of  300-400  foot  condominum  highrises 
on  top  of  the  hill  itself  will  extend  the  skyline  -  the  "downtown 
hill"  called  for  in  the  City's  much-hearalded  "Urban  Design  Plan" 

of  1973  -  into,  say,  a  "downtown  mesa"  stretching  almost  a  full  009 
mile  along  the  waterfront,  capped  with  a  new  cl.ster  of  high-  Z't't 
rises  at  its  southern  end.  . 

D.2.5 

Esthetic  considerations  are  not  the  principal  concern  of  H.4.3 
many,  including  the  South  of  Market  Alliance,  but  in  this  one 
case  of  the  City's  world-f eunous  image  from  San  Francisco  Bay,  one 
cannot  fail  to  note  that  the  Downtown  Plan  DEIR,  by  failing  to 
incorporate  the  existing  but  suppressed  Rincon  Hill  project  ADEIR 
(administrative  draft  -  technically  a  public  document),  is 
knowingly  failing  to  provide  complete  and  adequate  information 
about     the  cumulative  impact  of  the  Downtown  Plan  in  conjunction 
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with    another  resonably  foreseeable  proposed  project  with  regard 

to    one    of  San  Francisco's  most  vital  civic  assets     -  which    has  B.1.1 

already  be  damaged  by  recent  downtown  development:  its  image,  its  B.2.2 

skyline,  its  beauty.  B.2.3 


4.   "Hill  Bros.  Site" 


H.4.3 


Z.1 


This     large    one    block    developmet  is     now    titled  "Hills 
Plaza",     and  is  proposed  to  contain  587,000  square  feet  of  office 
space,     85  housing  units,  retail,  and  410  parking  spaces  at  a  key 
waterfont  site.     One  high-rise  tower  will  be  200  feet  high,  part 
of  the  "mesa"  noted  above.  B.2.3 

A  full  description  of  the  project  is  set  forth  in  the 
Initial  Study  (84.41E)  dated  6/1/84,  which  is  hereby  incorporated 

in  these  comments  by  this  refernce.  All  relevant  material  therein  B.1.1 

must    be    incorporated    in    the    DPDEIR    analyses    of     cumulative  b.1.2 

impacts.  b'^2*.2 

B.2.3 

5.  Showplace  Square 

Technically  this  is  not  one  project  but  a  coordinated 
concept  of  several  commercial  complexes  focused  on  a  variety  of 
wholesale  showroom  developments,  both  existing  and  proposed. 

As  presented  in  1983  by  the  Showplace  Square  Association, 
the  overall  concept  would  include  additional  showroom 
development,  one  or  more  new  hotels,  and  expanded  parking 
facilities.  2.1 

The  amount  of  development  to  date  and  pending  approval  by 
the  Planning  Department  must  be  included  in  the  DPDEIR 's 
cumulative  impact  analyses.  At  a  mini'vum,  the  balance  proposed 
Tiust  be  incorporated  with  regard  to  its  prospective  general 
impacts  as  described  elsewhere  in  these  comments.  B.2.1 

B.2.3 

5.  The  "M"  Zones 

The  entire  southern  half  of  the  South  of  Market  is  zoned  M-1 
[light     industrial,       warehousing,       and     service     businesses  in 
iheory).  This  district  stretches  from  the  North  Mission/Showplace 
5quare    area  in  the  west  to  the  Embarcadero,     from  Folom  Street 
>outh    to    Townsend     Street     and  the     China     Basin/Mission     Creek  z.1 
'hannel . 

Despite  the  general  concept  of  "M"  zoning,  and  the 
inderlying  1959  City  Master  Plan  Land  Use  Map  which  is  still 
.egally  in  effect,  times  have  been  changing,  and  the  mixture  of 
.and  uses  and  businesses  in  this  part  of  the  South  of  Market  have 
■eflected  the  overall  evolution  of  the  City's  eoncomy.  B23 

Z.1 
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But  a  great  deal  of  affordable  housing  still  remains 
scattered  throughout  the  northwestern  quarter  of  this  M-1 
District,  as  well  as  quasi-industrial  businesse:^.  If  large  scale 
warehousing  and  printing  have  moved  in  general  to  suburban 
locations,  many  specialized  wholesale  supply  houses  have  stayed 
to  keep  close  to  their  clientel.  And  even  as  machine  shops 
relocate  from  this  area,  new  graphic  and  specialized  commercial  b22 
crafts  workshops  move  in.  The  diversity  of  this  area  is  much  more  *  ' 
fully  described  in  the  main  body  of  this  Neighorhood  Plan. 


But     it     is  not  a  planing  argument  as  far  as     the  Planning 
Department  and  Commission  are  concerned.  The  new  Downtown  Stadium 
is     a    top    priority  civic  action  proposal  by  the    Mayor    of  San 
Francisco,     who     has  constituted  a  task  force  which  includes  the 


B.2.3 


With  regard  to  the  I  wntown  Plan  and  its  DEIR,  however,  the 
key  consideration  is  the  large  amount  of  new  office  development 
which  the  Planning  Commission  has  permitted  to  be  developed  in 
this  M-1  District  in  recent  years.  Due  to  a  loophole  in  the 
Planning    Code,     office     space     is  a     "permitted    use"     for    this  ,  ^ 

intended  industrial  zoning  category,  meant  originally  to  B.2.2 
accomdate  the  small  offices  connected  to  industrial  businesses.  BJSt.Z 

Since  1978,  more  than  3,000,000  square  feet  of  office  space 
has  poued  through  this  loophole,  most  contained  within  former 
warehouses  converted  to  office  space.  The  greatest  focus  of  that 
type  of  development  has  been  along  the  Second  Street  corridor 
(which  lies  outside  of  the  study  area  just  established  for  future 
protective  rezoning).  New  office  buildings  have  been  proposed  and 
approved  as  well,  generally  near  Yerba  Buena  Center  or  Showplace  ^*o'? 
Square .  B.2.3 

The  yet  greater  cumulative  amount  of  M-1  District  office 
development,  including  what  has  been  actually  built,  what  has 
been  approved,     and  what  is  currently  proposed,     is  of  very  great 

consequence  for  its  impacts  on  housing,     transit,  transportation,  b i  i 

etc.,  etc.  in  combination  with  the  office  development  proposed  by  b*1*2 

the    Downtown  Plan  and  other  areas.     The  Downtown  Plan  DEIR    with  b*2"i 

t=gregious  inadequacy  fails  to  incorporate  any  of  this  information  ^2.2 

in  its  evaluations.  B*2'3 

In  addition,  this  M-1  District  office  development  has 
significant  impacts  on  land  values  both  within  and  adjacent  to  it 

which  will  be  reviewed  below.     The  DPDEIR  also  fails  to  take  this 
material     effect  into  account  in  evalua-ing  the  probable  results 
of     its    own  proposals  for  western  South  of  Market     C-3     District  B.2.3 
rezoning.  B.4.1 

N.1 

6 .  The  Downtown  Stadium 

It  is  a  legal  argument  whether  or  not  the  proposed  new 
Downtown    Stadium    has     sufficient  likelihood  of     actually  being 

built    to    warrant     cummulative     impact    evaluation    within      the  B.2.2 

Downtown  Plan  DEIR.  B.2.3 


N.2 
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B  2  2 

Director  of  City  Planning  with  the  responsibility  not  to  B.2.3 
determine  if.  it  i_s  a  good  idea  but  to  figure  out  how  to  do"~T^.  N.2. 

The  arguments  for  and  against  this  project  aside,     the  basic 
: point    for  these  comments  is  that  in  planning  for  the    future  of 

the  South  of  Market  through,     in  part,     the  Downtown  Plan  process  B.2.2 

the    consequences    of  a  new  Downtown  Stadium  must  be    taken    into  B.2.3 

account.  I^^2 

,  There  obviously  would  be  significant  impacts  from  a  new 
iDowntown  Stadium  on  the  City's  traffic  and  transit  systems  which 
could  produce  severe  problems  in  conjunction  with  new  downtown 
development,  both  that  proposed  by  the  Downtown  Plan  and  that 
joutside  the  focus  of  the  Plan.  Depending  on  what  location  is 
specifically  chosen  for  the  Stadium,  there  could  also  be 
important  impacts  on  nearby  land  values  and  uses  in  the  South  of 
Market. 


17.  Mission  Bay 


B.2.2 
B.2.3 
N.I 
N.2 


Given    recent  political  developments  regarding  Mission  Bay, 
the    Planning  Department's  position  that  a  project  which    to  any 
significant  extent  approaches  the  large  scale  "-nixed  use"  concept 
proposed     in  1983  by  the  Southern  Pacific  Development  Co.  cannot 
aow    be    consdered    reasonably    probable     seems     justified.  The 
ancertainty    which    now  surrounds  the  future  of  this    huge  tract 
<</hich    forms    the    southern    boarder    of     the     South    of      Market  B.2.2 
effectively    precludes  its  incorporation  into  the    Downtown    Plan  E.19 
DElR's  cumulative  analyses. 

But  ...  The  strip  of  Southern  Pacific's  property  along  the 
lorth  side  of  the  China  Basin/Mission  Creek  Channel  may  not  be 
included  in  the  proposed  residential  rezoning  of  the  larger  area 
:o  the  south.  This  very  large  four-block  area  has  always  been 
envisioned  by  SP  as  the  site  of  the  most  new  commercial  office  B.2.1 
ievelopment  in  the  entire  Mission  Bay  concept. 

This  significant  sub-area  may  portend  serious  land  value 
.nf lation/speculation  impacts  for  the  South  of  Market  areas 
.rrunediately  adjacent,  and  this  also  will  be  discussed  below.  B.2.1 

B.2.2 
N.I 


'ermitted  Densities ,  Land  Values ,  Speculation ,  and  Displacement 

The  discussion  above  regarding  all  the  foreseeable 
evelo-ment  which  will  surround  the  western  South  of  Market  area 
ike  a  noose  sets  the  necessary  context  to  evaluate  the  impacts 
f  the  Downtown  Plan  itself  on  this  core  neighborhood. 

The  Downtown  Plan  DEIR  is  seriously  deficient  in  failing  to 
escribe  the  chain  of  impacts  of  zoning  regulations,  overall 
lanning    concepts,     property  owner    expectations,  land/building 
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B.4 


speculation,  property  income  dynamics,  and  resulting  market 
conditions  for  both  residential  and  commercial  properties  that 
has  inthe  past  and  forseeably  will  in  the  future  result  in  large 
scale  displacement  of  low  income  residents  of  the  South  of 
Market,  as  well  as  many  otherwise  viable  small  businesses  and 
service  enterprises. 

In  brief: 

1.  New  buyers  of  property  may  determine  the  price  they  will 
pay  by  one  of  two  general  means: 

-  based  on  the  profit,  however  defined,  they  can  secure 
from  the  property  based  on  its  present  use,  rent 
levels,  etc.,  in  which  case  the  property  is  being 
bought  as  an  "income  investment";  or, 

-  based  on  a  change  in  the  use  or  type  of  tenants  for 
the  property  which  would  permit  significantly  greater 
profit  than  the  current  use.  Obviously  in  this  case 
the  buyer  will  be  prepared  to  pay  more  than  one  who 
intends  to  maintain  the  present  useage.  B.4 

2.  It  is  fair  to  say  that  if  the  buyer  intends  to  construct 
a  new  building  in  the  near  future,  or  to  convert  an  existing 
structure  to  a  different  use,  that  the  property  is  being 
purchased  "for  development".  Such  a  buyer  will  pay,  usually,  the 
highest  price  for  the  property,  and  by  definition  whatever 
business  or  residents  occupy  that  property  now  will  be  displaced.  B.4 

3.  It  is  also  fair  to  say  that  if  the  buyer  instead  inte  's 
to  maintain  the  property  in  its  current  use  for  some  period  of 
time,  but  to  develop  it  at  some  planned  point  in  the  future,  that 
the  property  is  being  purchased  "for  investment".  In  this  case, 
existing  businesses  or  residents  can  remain  for  some  time.  But 
there  is  no  incentive  for  che  new  owner  to  make  major 
expenditurs  for  property  rehabilitation  and  maintenance  beyond 
immediate  needs,  and  commercial  leases  would  be  short-term, 
making  it  unwise  for  businesses  to  make  any  significant 
investment  in  their  facilities  either,  but  rather  to  seek  other 
longer-term  alternative  locations.  Such  a  buyer  would  not  pay  as 
much    for  the  property  as  one  purchasing  for    early  development, 

but  still  would  pay  more  than  "income  investment"  could  support.  b.4 

4.  It  is  unfortunately  fair  to  say  that  if  the  buyer  intends 
to  neither  develop  the  property  themselves  at  any  definite  time 
in  the  future,  nor  to  depend  on  the  existing  use  as  an  "income 
investment",  but  rather  to  resell  the  property  at  a  profit  or 
'wait  and  see  what  happens'  in  the  expectation  of  significant 
appreciation  in  the  property's  value,  that  the  property  is  being 
purchase  "for  speculation'.  Again,  in  this  case  existing 
businesses  or  residents  can  remain  -  but  it  is  only  in  the 
interests  of  the  new  owner  to  do  so  as  long  as  their  rents  exceed 
the  property's  operation/maintenance  costs,  and  as  above  there  is 
no    incentive    at    all     for  the  owner     to     invest     in    any  major 

B.4 
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rehabilitation  of  the  property.  Since  the  ultimate  use  of  the 
property  is  unknowable^  there  is  great  uncertainty  for  any 
bommercial  tenant,  no  long  term  lease,  and  hence  disincentive  for 
lew  investment  on  their  part.  Such  a  speculative  buyer  will  be 
willing  to  pay  a  price  based  on  his  or  her  business  judgement,  or 
expectation,  as  to  how  much  they  will  be  able  to  resell  the 
property  for  at  some  point  in  he  reasonably  near  future,  usually 
five  years  or  less.  Some  such  buyers  are  willing  to  take  a 
greater  risk  than  those  with  other  objectives,  since  their 
potential  losses  are  limited  in  accord  with  the  shorter  duration 
Df  their  ownership.  In  the  event  that  the  original  business 
judgement  or  expectation  proves  incorrect,  such  buyers  may 
mcounter  substantial  financial  losses  and  be  unable  -  or 
mwilling  -  to  expend  any  funds  at  all  for  property  maintenace  or  B.4 
ipkeep. 

As  a  demonstrable  fact,  all  four  of  these  types  of  property 
icquisitions  are  now,  and  have  been,  ongoing  in  the  South  of 
larket  in  great  number.  Two  very  significant  reasons  for  this 
ire : 

-  That    the    western    South  of  Market  has     the     lowest  land 
/building  values  remaining  in  the  downtown  area;  and, 

-  That    there    are     literally    hundreds  of     small     lots  and 
buildings  in  the  area.  B.4 

The  combined  result  of  these  two  factors  is  that  this  area 
.lone  in  the  downtown  area  offers  the  opportunity  for  relatively 

small  investors"  to  purchase  property,  and  in  fact  has  become  a 
lOrt  of  'entry  level'  zone  for  those  seeking  their  first  major 
.nvestment  in  downtown  real  estate.  A  corollary  result  is  that 
lany  of  those  making  such  investments  are  somewhat  inexperienced, 

nd    not     'highly    capitalized'.       Such    buyers     are  necessarily 

speculative',     lacking     resources     for  new    development     or     the  B.4 

staying  power'   for  longer-term  investment. 

It  is  important  to  analyze  the  different  kinds  of  South  of 
larket  properties  and  how  these  buyer  dynamics  relate  to  each.  B^4 


acant  Land 


There    are  many  vacant  lots  in  the  western  South  of  Market, 
ncluding  both  the  C3-S  District  and  the  CM  and  M  zones.  Some  are 
mall  lots  of  as  little  a  1250  square  feet,     others  are  more  than 
ne  acre.  Most,  though  not  all,  are  in  present  use  as  fee  parking  b.4 
ots. 

The    value    of     these  lots  obviously  is  not  set  by    the  net 
arking     lot     income/rental,     but  rather  by  their     potential  for 
uture    development.     Since  they  are  vacant  there  are    no    direct  q^4 
isplacement  impacts  of  such  development. 
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Small  Commercial  Buildings 


There  are  hundreds  of  such  structures  on  smaller  lots. 
Commercial  tenants  are  diverse,  drawn  by  both  fairly  low  rents  as 
well  as  proximity  to  the  downtown.  These  firms  typically  cannot 
afford  rents  comparable  to  what  specialized  professional  firms 
can  afford.  Many  of  these  firms  are  newly  started,  and  many  are 
minority-owned;  many  employee  predominantly  City  residents,  and 
there  is  a  wide  diveristy  of  skill  types,  including  unskilled 
labor,  within  this  employment  base.  B.4.1 

The  value  of  these  properties,  like  parking  lots,  is  not  set 
by  the  existing  rental  income  but  by  the  potential  for  future 
development.  Thus  the  business  tenants  are  very  vulnerable  to 
displacement,  and  may  be  unable  to  afford  to  buy  the  building  in 
order  to  remain.  Few  small  businesses  here  already  own  their  B.4.1 
premises . 


Large  Commercial  Buildings 

There    are    dozens  of     such     substantial     stuctures,  mostly 
present  or  former  warehouses.     These  buildings  typically  are  well 
suited     for  conversion  to  commerical  office  space,     allowing  for 
various     engineering  requirements,     and  those  near  the  Showplace 
Square    area     can  also  be  adatped  to  specialized  wholesale    trade  B.4.1 
showroom  use. 

In  either  case,  the  purchase  value  of  these  properties 
reflects  this  potential  for  office  conversion.  Probably  more  than 
half  of  these  properties  have  already  been  acquired  on  that 
basis.  In  other  areas  such  properties  have  been  divided  into 
small  commercial  rental  complexes,  providing  more  flexible  space 
to  smaller  businesses  like  those  desribed  immediately  above,  but 
this  alternate  use  cannot  compete  in  the  purchase  price  it  can  B.4.1 
support  with  office  conversion. 

There  are  also  a  number  of  formerly  heavy  industrial 
buildings  remaining  in  the  South  of  Market.  Such  properties  are 
in  essence  valued  as  vacant  land  since  they  cannot  readily 
accomodate  efficient  office  conversion.  One  such  property,  the 
former  Hamm's  Brewery,  is  now  being  converted  to  commerical  use, 
but  only  with  the  assistance  of  a  federal  "UDAG"  grant.  Otherwise 
in  all  likelihood  it  would  have  been  demolished  in  the  future.  B.4.1 


Family  Apartments 

There  are  hundreds  of  such  properties,  few  exceeding  10 
units,  sited  on  the  alleyways  which  crisscross  the  western  South 
of  Market.  Rent  levels  are  low  in  most  cases.  Due  to  the 
location,  small  lot  sizes,  and  low  rents,  the  purchase  price  of 
these  properties  has  been  set  generally  on  their  value  as  ncome 
properties,  remaining  rental.  However,  this  price  can  still 
reflect  potential  for  notably  higher  residential  rents  due  to  the 
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area's  potential  for  "gentrif ication" ,     i.e.,     the  replacement  of 

the  prevalent  minority  households  with  children  by  multi-earner/ 

adult    professional    households    able  to  pay    significantly    more  B.4.2 

rent. 

Buyers    of    these    properties  typically    do    anticipate  the 
cost  of  moderate  rehabilitation  and  regular  maintenance,   somewhat  B.4.2 
moderating  the  market  value. 

Of    course    there  is  a  limited  number  of     family  apartments 
which    are  adjacent  to  a  significant  parcel  of  developable  land, 
and    in    that    case  their  value  may    be    increased    by  potential 
incorporation    into    that  project.     The  result  of  such  a  project 
.would  be  limited  but  definite  displacement  of  those  households.  B.4.2 

Residential  Hotels 

Most    of    these  larger  properties  are  located  on    the  major 
■streets  of  the  South  of  Market.  As  noted  elsewhere  in  this  report 
(see    "The  YBC/SOM  Housing  Fund"),     this  is  a    highly  vulnerable 
component    of  the  South  of  Market  community's  affordable    housing  B.4.2 
supply. 

In    summary,    well  located  residential  hotels  are  subject  to 
::onversion    to    tourist     serving  use.     Their    purchase    value  is 
definitely  set  by  that  potential,     the  Hotel  Conversion  Ordinance 
lotwithstanding,     and  that  price  is  quite  high  (more  than  $20,000  B.4.2 
per  unit ) . 

Poorly  located  hotels,  e.g.,  those  n  Sixth  St.,  are  valued 
5ased  on  the  maximum  net  operating  income  stream  which  can  be 
/rung  out  by,  typically,  master  lease  holders/operators,  while 
room  rents  for  such  properties  seem  low  ($250  per  month  or  less), 
:he  small  room  size,  coupled  with  ruthless  minimizing  of 
maintenance  and  operating  costs  by  slumlords  results  in  a 
jurprisingly  high  value  ($15,000  per  unit  or  more).  B.4.2 

Many  residential  hotels  are  potentially  convertible  to 
iff ice  use,  or  comparable  professional  'studios',  depending  on 
arious  details  of  the  Hotel  Conversion  Ordinance,  and  tne 
eneral  'upgrading'  of  marginal  locations.  One  recent  example  is 
he  office  conversion  of  the  former  Planters  Hotel  in  Yerba  Buena  B.4.2 
enter. 

Obviously  such  tourist  or  office  conversions  translate  at 
ome  early  point  into  displacement  of  the  low-income  hotel 
esidents.  Typically  this  is  accomplished  before  the  property  is 
old  in  order  to  increase  its  market  value,  and  the  standard 
eans  to  accomplish  that  is  chronic  lack  of  maintenance  which 
eads  to  sudden  and  forced  eviction/closure  by  the  Department  of 
ablic  Health  due  to  unsanitary  or  unsafe  conditions.  This 
aquence  in  fact  occured  in  recent  years  at  several  hotels  in  the 
outh  of  Market's  South  Park  district,  which  is  very  close  to  the 
-tive  office  conversion  market  focused  on  Second  Street.  B.4.2 
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Some  hotels  are  located  so  that  there  is  no  early  potential 
for  succesful  conversion,  especially  those  on  or  adjacent  to 
Sixth  St.  In  this  limited  case  buildings  that  require  major 
maintenance  exependitures  to  remain  in  operation  -  typically 
those  undergoing  city  condemnation  proceedings  -  may  be  closed 
completely  due  to  the  inability  of  the  owner  to  finance  or  pay 
this  large  one-time  cost.  There  are  a  number  of  such  boarded-up 
residential  hotels  in  this  area.  In  this  circumstance  investment- 
oriented  purchase  is  possible  only  if  the  price  is  unusally  low 
and/or  special  rehabilitation  funding  is  available  such  as  City 
low-interst  loans.  However  the  land  underneath  these  structures 
does  have  significant  potential  long  term  appreciation  value  if 
future  commerical  development  and  'upgrading'  of  nearby  areas  can 
be  anticipated.  Thus  City  programs  designed  to  maintain  low- 
income  housing  can  possibly  permit  a  sophisticated  form  of  long- 
term  speculation,  especially  if  the  buyer's  risk  of  operating 
losses  is  further  reduced  by  a  guaranteed  master  lease  held  by 
some  community  agency. 


THE  DOWNTOWN  PLAN'S  IMPACT 

With  regard  to  the  western  South  of  Market,  the  Downtown 
Plan  states  a  general  goal  of  protecting  the  existing  affordable 
housing,  but  is  generally  silent  on  protection  for  the  existing 
small  businesses.  B.4.1 

That  goal  is  laudable  as  far  as  housing  is  concerned,  but 
the  specific  provisions  of  the  Downtown  Plan  are  not  only 
inadequate  to  realize  this  self -proclaimed  objective,  but 
actually  worir~against  it . 


B.4.2 


It     is    true    that    the  Plan  itself  proposes     that    any  new 
project    which    would  result  in  the  conversion  or    demolition  of 
existing    housing     in    the  C3-S  District  (the    western     South  of 
Market    north  of  Folsom  Street)  would  be,  subject     to    conditional  bao 
use  approval  by  the  City  Planning  Commission. 

But  this  is  in  practice  a  very  weak  form  of  protection.  Its 
fundamental  problem  is  that  it  is  applied,  by  definition,  on  a 
case  by  case  basis.  This  necessarily  establishes  an  adversary 
procedure.  Consider:  B.4.2 

-  a  developer  who  wishes  to  remove  housing,  may  have  a  very 
attractive  proposal  that  appears  to  meet  other  desireable 
public  interest  purposes  however  identified,  who  is 
clearly  at  financial  risk  already  if  the  project  is  turned 
down,  who  may  have  acquired  the  property  in  the  past  when 
regulations  were  less  strict  and  thereby  cites  that  'the 
rules  have  been  changed'  as  an  unfair  constraint  on  this 
particular  project,  and  who  may  well  marshall  extensive 
and  sophisticated  public  relations  and  political  support, 
including  support  from  some  community  organization  which 
stands  to  gain  in  some  way  from  the  project; 
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-  on    the    other     side,     a     few  tenants    of     the  threatened 

froperty    with     support     from  neighborhood     groups  and/or 
egal    aid    associations  citing  this  project  as     one  more 
displacing  instance.  B.4.2 

This  lineup  is  by  no  means  theorectical ,  but  in  fact 
escribes  specific  project  encounters  that  have  occured  before 
he  City  Planning  Commission  in  recent  years  in  various 
eighborhoods .  In  several  cases  the  developer  has  won  approval 
or  the  project,  subject  to  greater  or  lesser  degrees  of  specific 
mitigations'.  For  this  demonstrable  reason,  conditional  use 
rocedures  cannot  be  analytically  presumed  to  protect  existing 
ffordable  housing,  especially  in  a  legal/technical  document  such 
is  the  Downtown  Plan  DEIR.  B.4.2 

It  is  also  true  that  as  a  second  protective  measure  for 
ffordable  housing  in  the  South  of  Market,  the  Downtown  Plan 
dentifies  an  intended  companion  ordinance  (but  which  is  not 
echnically  a  component  of  the  Downtown  Plan  ordinance  and  hence 
ust  be  identified  legally  as  a  proposed  "mitigation  measure")  a 
2w  City  law  which  would  'prohibit'  conversion  or  demolition  of 
(cisting  housing,  except  under  certain  conditions  and  with 
^rtain  offsetting  requirements,  such  as  payment  of  a  fee  or  b42 
onstruction  of  replacement  housing.  *  * 

But  this  ordinance,  in  draft  form  as  these  comments  are 
prepared,  as  written  will  not  necessarily  forbid  the  demolition 
<:  existing  housing  in  the  South  of  Market.  Moreover,  its 
.ioption  without  the  addition  of  further  loopholes  in  its 
irotection  during  the  legislative  process  (including 
jrandf ahering ' )  that  might  further  weaken  its  protections 
<innot  be  presumed.  In  a  DEIR  it  cannot  be  counted  against  the 
:ipacts  of  the  Downtown  Plan  that  would  lead  otherwise  to  the 
'.iss  of  more  affordable  housing,  but  only  proposed  as  a  B4  2 
r.tigation  that  may  or  may  not  be  adopted. 

And  w^iat  does  the  Downtown  Plan  actually  propose  for  the 
V'stern  South  of  Market  that  lies  within  the  C3-S  District? 
I;sentially,  development  rules  that  will  permit  and  even 
€. courage  new  comjnercial  office  buildings,  to  the  extent  that  the 
i'al  estate  market  can  supply  tenants  willing  to  locate  in  this 
c  ea  at  office  rent  levels  significantly  below  those  in  the     C3-0  oao 

C  strict.  V: 

A. 4 

The  basic  problem,  the  key  impact  of  the  Downtown  Plan  here 
i  the  proposed  basic  floor  area  ratio  of  6 ; 1  for  new  development 
i  the  C3-S  District.  B.4.1 

B.4.2 

The  grave  danger  of  that,     which  will  be  explained  below,  is  ^'^ 
f rther  exacerbated  by  the  proposed  height  limits  in  the  Plan  for 
tis    area,     from  80  feet  at  a  minimum  to  as  much  as  120  feet  in 
aeas     that  contain  significant  amounts  of  family  housing,     to  a 
mximum    of     240     feet  along  the  north     side    of    Mission     Street  0*4 
btween  Seventh  and  Eighth  Streets. 
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A.4 

Yes,     the    Downtown    Plan    does  propose    that    highrises     be  2.1 
permitted  to  pierce  into  the  western  South  of  Market. 

The    final  devastating  blow  >  the  Downtown  Plan  is  what  it 
fails  to  propose:  that  the  severa.   :imall,  isolated  residentially-  ; 
zoned     'islands'  within  the  C3-S  District  should  be    consolidated  ■ 
and      expanded    into    one    larger    residential    area    that  would 
encompass      and    protect    most     of     the    neighborhood's  housing 
concentration.  B.4.2 

A  "6:1"  floor  area  ratio  ("FAR")  means  that,  without 
accounting  for  height  limits  (which  don't  matter  in  this  regard) 
or  other  design  rules  (that  might  have  a  limited  effect),  an 
office  developer  could  build  a  six  story  office  building  on  any 
C3-S  Districtt  lot  that  covered  the  entire  lot  -  or 
alternatively,  a  twelve  story  building  that  covered  half  the  lot, 
or  some  other  combination  in  between.  g^l 

In  order  to  asses  the  impact  of  this  provision,  the  possible 
development  density  of  6:1  must  be  compared  to  the  density  of  the 
existing  buiildings  at  any  possible  site  it  could  be  applied  to. 
And  the  level  of  rents  which  office  tenants  could  afford  to  pay 
must  be  compared  to  the  rents  the  existing  uses,  residential  or 
commerical,  on  that  site  can  afford  to  pay.  With  virtually  no 
exceptions  in  the  western  South  of  Market,  in  both  cases  the  new 
development  permitted  would  be  much  bigger,  and  much  more 
lucrative,  than  the  existing  land  uses,  either  residential  or 
commerical.  This  obviously  establishes  a  strong  potential  for 
profit  for  those  property  buyers  seeking  either  long-term 
investment  or  short  term  speculative  gain,  provided  that  a  tenant  B.4.1 
can  be  found  for  uch  new  development. 

The  conditional  use  and  other  controls  proposed  in  the 
Downtown  Plan  and  discussed  above  are  intended  to  blunt  the 
effect  of  this  incentive  with  regard  to  housing,  but  as  noted 
they  may  well  not  accomplish  this  objective.  With  regard  to  the 
area's  many  existing  businesses  and  commericals  uses,  there  is  no  B.I 
real  protection  proposed  whatsoever.  B.4.1 

B.4.2 

In  recent  years  that  South  of  Market  has  had  the  de  facto 
protection  of  its  generally  'unattractive'  character  (from  rhe 
point  of  view  of  potential  new  office  tenants).  Sixth  Street,  as 
the  City's  "Skid  Row",  has  in  particular  worked  to  discourage 
fancy  new  commercial  development.  But  the  clear  intent  of  the 
Downtown  Plan,  especially  as  addressed  in  its  proposed  new  height 
limits,  is  to  make  the  South  of  Market  west  of  Seventh  Street 
viable  for  such  uses.  There  is  «lso  the  'spillover'  effect  from 
the  other  direction,  working  north  from  Showplace  Square  and 
potentially  Mission  Bay  or  a  new  downtown  Stadium,  that  would  A.4 
encourage  new  commercial  develooment  as  well.  B-4-1 


B.4.2 


The    Downtown    Plan  EIR  analysis  minimizes  the     impact  that 
these  new  rules  would  have  on  the  area,  basing  its  projections  of 
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new  office  space  that  will  be  built  here  on  market  absorbtion 
factors,  not  on  what  the  rules  theorectically  will  permit.  For 
the  purposes  of  projecting  impacts  on  transit,  air  quality,  etc., 
that  may  well  be  the  correct  approach  (forgetting  for  the  moment 
it  still  leavesout  development  in  the  M  District  south  of  Folsom 
Street).  But  for  the  purposes  of  evaluating  impacts  on  the  area's 
existing  housing  supply  and  bussinesses  it  clearly  and  flagrantly  B.1.1 
inadequate.  B.4 

The  obvious  reason  for  that  is  that,  as  described  above, 
irfhat  a  buyer  will  pay  for  a  property,  and  what  happens  to  that 
property  after  it  has  changed  hands ,  basically  depends  not  on 
vhat  will  actually  be  built  based  on  market  absorbtion  f actorsT 
3ut  on  the  buyer ' s  business  judgement  and  expectations !  B.4 

Eve _ y  buyer  believes  that  it  is  their  intended  new  project 
hat  will  be  built  and  that  it  will  be  the  other  guys '  that  will 
ail!  This  is  one  of  the  basic  laws  of  real  estate  and  human 
lature,  and  woe  be  the  city  planner  or  environmental  consultant 
:hat  ignores  this  elementary  fact  of  life.  A  second  fact  of  life 
/ell  evidenced  by  contemporary  Planning  Commission  experience  is 
chat  some  individuals  do  not  always  'play  by  the  rules,'  that  is, 
l:hey  may  successfully  find  means  to  frustrate  the  intent  of  such 
regulatory  measures  as  the  Hotel  Conversion  Ordinance  or 
conditional  use  requirements,  and  hence  they  value  a  potential 
jiroperty  acquisition  based  on  a  more  lucrative  new  use  m  spite 
if  officially  stated  Planning  Department  goals  to  th  contrary.  B** 

Thus  the  Downtown  Plan  DEIR  should  take  all  these 
xpectations  and  associated  market  dynamics  into  account  in  its 
nalysis.  When  it  does,  it  will  have  to  acknowledge  the  the 
'owntown  Plan  will  indeed  result  in  some  speculative  property 
■uying  in  the  western  South  of  Market  with  the  resulting 
isplacing  impacts  as  described  above  on  existing  low-income 
esidents  and  small  businesses.  B.4 

LTERNATIVES  AND  MITIGATIONS 

The  Downtown  Plan's  destructive  land  use  impacts  on  the 
estern  South  of  Ma  ket  are  in  no  way  necessary  even  to  acheive 
he  overall  objective  of  the  Downtown  Plan  to  accomodate 
avelopment  of  new  office  space  in  San  Francisco  as  required  by 
narket  demand"  through  the  year  2000. 

Alternative  No.  4  evaluated  in  the  DEIR  incorporates  the 
revisions  of  the  1981  study.  South  of  Market :  A  Plan  for  San 
rancisco ' s  Last  Frontier  which  was  sponsored  by  SPUR  (San 
cancisco  Planning  and  Urban  Renewal  Association),  for  the 
'sstern  South  of  Market  area  (that  is,  west  of  YBC )  .  In  summary, 
:  proposes: 

-  For  the  core  residential  area,  zoning  that  would  not 
lirmit  office  development  except  as  an  "accessory"  use,  that  is, 
1)  new  rental  commerical  office  oace. 


B.4 
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-  For  the  area  between  YBC  and  the  residential  area,  'mixed 
use'     zoning    which    limits  office  development  to  a    Floor  Area 
Ratio   (FAR)  of  2  to  1. 

-  For    the  varied  commercial/residential  area  west  of  Ninth 

St.,  a  stringent  FAR  limit  on  office  development  of  1  to  1.  b,4 

If  enacted,  these  zoning  limits  would  effectively  rule  out 
any  new  office  buildings  in  this  vulnerable  area,  except  as 
office  space  might  be  incorporated  on  one  or  two  floors  of  a 
basically  residential  project,  or  in  some  new  light  industrial  or 
service  facility.  2*i 

In  its  evaluation  of  these  Alternatives,  including 
Alternative  4,  the  DEIR  basically  repeats  every  methodological 
error  noted  in  this  report  regarding  the  DEIR's  evaluation  of  the 
Downtown  Plan  itself,  including  but  not  limited  to  failure  to 
incorporate  cumulative  impacts  of  all  other  relevant  projects, 
rezonings,  etc.,  and  failure  to  evaluate  specific  displacement 
impacts  on  lower-income  households  and  small  businesses  in  the 
western  South  of  Market  in  particular.  The  entire  DEIR  b.2 
"Alternaitves"  section  requires  the  type  of  massive  revisions  b.4 
described  above  in  order  to  be  adequate  and  correct. 

The  key  impact  of  Alternative  4  with  regard  to  land  use 
impacts  in  the  western  South  of  Market  would  be  to  effectively 
eliminate  any  specualtive  real  estate  development  expectations, 
and  even  the  longer-term  development  investment  possibilities  in 
these  areas  insofar  as  they  would  be  based  on  commercial  office 
development.  The  result  would  be  the  prevention  of  the  continued 
escalation  of  land  vaules  that  can  otherwise  be  expected  to 
result  from  the  impementation  of  the  Downtown  Plan.  This  in  turn 
would  greatly  reduce  the  negative  impacts  of  such  land  value 
appreciation  as  set  forth  above.  The  DEIR  needs  to  present  a  full  oa 
analysis  of  these  impacts  for  Alternative  4,  and  the  comparable 
negative  impacts  of  the  other  alternatives. 

S.1 

There  is  a  second  approach  evaluated  within  the  Downtown 
Plan  DEIR  that  would  also  afford  much  more  protection  than  the 
Downtwon  Plan,  indirectly,  to  the  western  South  of  Market.  This 
is  the  "Annual  Limit"  mitigation  measure  that  would  set  an 
overall     limit  on  the  amount  of  new  office  development  that  could 

be  approved  for  development  anywhere  in  San  Francisco  in  any  one 
year.  While  it  is  not  focused  as  a  protective  measure  on  any  one 
neighborhood,  the  direct  result  of  such  a  low  limit  as  the 
500,000  square  foot  amount  analyzed  would  be  to  practically  end 
any  significant  amount  of  office  development  in  all  but  the  most 
valuable  locations.  The  protective  effects  of  the  annual  limit 
for  the  South  of  Market  and  other  center-city  neighborhoods  are 
inferred  in  the  DEIR,  but  they  need  to  be  spelled  out  P.I 
specifically  for  clarity. 

There  is  a  third  approach  which  is  not  incorporated  in  the 
Downtown    Plan,     nor  specifically  evaluated  as  an  alternative  or 
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mitigation  in  its  DEIR  (although  Alternative  4  would  be  partially 

applicable):  The  enlargement  and  consolidation  of  the  existing  RH 

and  RM  zones  which  now  exist  in  the  South  of  Market  as  'islands' 

within    the    C3-S     District.     These  aeas  were  rezoned     in  1977, 

specifically  to  protect  the  housing  located  in  this  area,     but  in 

fact    they    encompass  less  than  one-third  of     the    neighborhood's  ^-^ 

housing  supply.  N.2 

There  is  the  obvious  possibility  to  simply  enlarge  these 
existing  zones,  which  effectively  preclude  major  commerical 
development  (except  for  tourist  hotels  in  the  RM  District  -  but 
that  is  focused  on  Sixth  Street),  to  include  a  much  greater 
proportion  of  the  western  South  of  Market's  housing  supply.  All 
the  blocks  bounded  by  Sixth  and  Twelfth,  Mission  and  Harrison 
Streets  are  potential  candidates  for  such  enlarged  RH/RM  zoning. 


B.4.2 
N.2 


In  general,  the  Planning  Department  in  recent  years  has 
avoided  the  use  of  these  traditional  zoning  categories  as 
provided  in  the  City  Planning  Code  in  favor  of  more  complex 
"Special  Use  Districts"  fashioned,  in  theory,  to  meet  the 
specific  circumstances  of  a  given  neighborhood.  Whether  or  not 
this  is  adviseable  for  the  South  of  Market,  the  lack  of  analysis 
of  the  simpler  rezoning  option  in  the  DEIR,  since  those  rules  are 
generally  understood,  prevents  the  proper  evaluation  of  what  are  a.4 
the  best  'tools'  for  the  job  of  protecting  the  affordable  housing 
there  which  the  Downtown  Plan  does  claim  as  an  'objective'.  This  z.i 
is  an  inadequacy  that  further  obfuscates  this  critical  issue  in 
the  DEIR. 

Finally,  in  the  DEIR  section  titled  "Reasons  for  Selecting 
the  Preferred  Alternative"  (that  is,  the  parts  of  the  Downtown 
Plan  actually  proposed  for  legislation),  the  true  values  of  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  are  laid  bare:  "The  Plan  was 
preferred  because  it  recognizes  the  need  to  provide  jobs  and  to 
continue  San  Francisco's  role  as  an  international  center  of 
::ommerce  and  services."  The  text  goes  on  to  principally  discuss 
architectural  design  matters,  with  vague  references  to 
"liveability" .  Q.5 

By  ommission,  the  residents  and  the  small  businesses  of  the 
South  of  Market  are  clearly  deemed  to  be  expendable  in  this 
pursuit  of  "jobs"  (most  of  which  will  be  taken  by  new  commuters) 
ind  international  status.  The  Department  is  honest  in  admitting 
its  values,  but  it  cannot  assume  those  values  are  shared  by  most 
3an  Franciscans  -  the  fact  of  the  matter  may  well  be  that  they  q  - 
ire  not. 
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(D)   RESIDENCE  PATTERNS  AND  HOUSING 

The  first  part  of  this  Special  Section  addressing  "Land  Use 
and  Real  Estate  Impacts"  discusses  the  Downtown  Plan,  its  DEIR, 
and  the  large  scale  impacts  on  affordable  housing  in  the  South  of 
Market.  The  particular  section  of  the  DPDEIR  addressing  "housing" 
itself  should  provide  many  more  details.  But  it  does  not.  Bi4.2 

It  does  not  identify: 

1.  The    number    of    housing  units  in  the  western    South  of 
Market  (that  is,     west  of  Yerba  Buena  Center  and  south  of  Market 
Street ) ,     and  what  kind  of  housing  they  are  -  how  many  apartments  B.4.2 
by  bedroom  size,  and  how  many  residential  hotel  units. 

2.  The     status  of  these  residential  properties  -  vacancies,         B4  2 
how    many    buildings  of  what  types  are    vacant,     rent    leels    by  o.i 
housing  type/size,  how  many  are  condemned,  etc. 

3.  The    demographic  characteristics  of  the  residents  of  the  B.4.2 
wetsern  South  of  Market  -  age,     household  size,     income,     ethinic  d.1 
distribution,  etc. 

4.  Changes  in  these  vital  statistics  in  recent  years     (1980  B.4.2 
and  1984  at  least).  D.I 

This  information  is  generally  available.  Much  was  presented 
in  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report 
Second  Supplement  of  1982  (82.35E),  generally  a  far  superior 
technical  document  than  the  Downtown  Plan  DEIR,  which  is  hereby 
incorporated  in  these  comments  by  this  reference  (pages  67-72  of 
the  Draft,  and  24-66  of  the  Comments  and  Responses).  There  is,  of 
course,  the  information  from  the  1980  census.  There  are  several 
prior  City  Planning  data  collections  regarding  much  of  this 
information  as  well.  The  DEIR  is  indefensibly  inadequate  in 
failing  to  present  the  information  that  is  readily  available  B.4.2 
without  new  data  collection  efforts.  D.I 

Ignoring  this  real  world  human  detail  makes  it  much  easier 
for  the  DEIR  to  ignore  as  well  the  issues  of  displacement  of 
lower-income  residents.  Of  the  eighty  pages  of  discussion  of 
housing  impacts,  the  DEIR  contains  only  four  paragraphs 
discussing  possible  impacts  of  this  type  for  the  City  as  a  whole. 
The  specific  terms  "displacement"  and  "gentrif ication"  are  never  B.4.2 
even  printed  in  this  part  of  the  DEIR.  D.4 

Given  the  ripple  effects  of  the  Downtown  Plan  on  real  estate 
values  in  the  South  of  Market  described  in  these  comments,  those 
impacts  will  be  massive.     Without  any  major  change  in  zoning  and 

aeeempanying  eeneentrated- -housing    finance      assistance,  the 

Downtown  Plan  will  lead  to  the  virtual  complete  displacement  of  b4  2 
all  South  of  Market  lower-income  households  by  the  year  2000. 

Detailed  discussion  is  required  for  each  of  the  two  major 
housing  types,  residential  hotels  and  family  housing: 

B.4.2 
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Residential  Hotels 

I  The  most  recent  telephone  survey  of  South  of  Market 
residential  hotels  conducted  by  Tenants  and  Owners  Development 
Corp.  (TODCO)  in  October  of  1983  identified  42  hotels  open  for 
business  containing  2,499  units  (plus  four  hotels  within  an 
unidentified  number  of  units).  An  additional  9  hotels  containing 
474  units  (plus  an  undetermined  number  of  units  in  3  other 
hotels)  are  closed  for  one  reason  or  another.  And  since  TODCO 
{began  such  surveys  in  1980,  at  least  12  other  South  of  Market 
■residential  hotels  have  been  converted  to  other  uses  or 
demolished.  The  median  rent  (asking  price  only)  in  October  1983 
was  $241  per  month,  which  was  almost  no  change  from  October  of 
1982,  but  which  was  a  large  increase  compared  to  the  median  rent 
iof  $130  surveyed  in  1980.  This  survey  report  is  included  as  an 
exhibit  to  these  comments.  B.4.2 

The  trends  are  clear:  there  has  been  both  a  substantial  loss 

'of    residential  hotels  in  the  1980 's  in  the  South  of  Market,  due 

both  to  conversions  and  closures  -  21  of  63  hotels  surveyed,  or  _ 

out  of  three !  And  there  has  been  a  substantial  increase,  not 
surprisingly,  in  the  general  rent  levels  of  vacant  units  in  those 

properties  that  remain  -  70%  since  1980,  which  outstrips  the  B.4  2 
overall  inflation  rate  significantly. 

At    the     same    time    there  has  been  a    notable     increase  in 
"homeless"     people  in  the  South  of  Market  and  San  Francisco  as  a 
whole.     There  are  various  surveys  and  the  data  is  uncertain,  but 
I  the    City    has    established  a  specific  shelter    program    for  the 
?i  homeless    utilizing  several  residential  hotels  in  the    Tenderloin       «  >,  « 
area. 


In  discussing  the  "Setting"  for  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  this 
information  is  vital  for  any  adequate  description.  In  evaluating 
the  impacts  of  the  Downtown  Plan,  continuation  of  these  trends 
should  be  expected,  and  estimated.  The  DEIR's  assertion  that  no 
further  loss  of  units  is  expected  due  to  the  existing  Hotel 
Conversion  Ordinance,  the  conditional  use  process  proposed  in  the 
Downtown  Plan  for  Planning  Commission  review  of  any  proposed 
South  of  Market  development  located  where  housing  exists,  and/or 
a  general  housing  conversion/demolition  prohiL_tion  identified  as 
a  possible  mitigation  measure,  is  imbecilic  and,  if  not  revised 
by  being  eliminated,  a  concious  outright  lie  which  could  not  be 
viewed  with  any  greater  intellectual  contempt  by  this  commentor. 
All  available  current  and  recent  evidence  is  180  degrees  to  the 
contrary  -  this  crucial  supply  of  affordable  housing  in  the  South 
of  Market  and  all  downtown  San  rancisco  has  been  rapidly 
diminishing,  even  since  adoption  of  the  Hotel  Conversion 
Oridnance.  Two  of  the  major  causes  -  public  health  or  building 
code  condemnations,  and  fires  -  avoid  any  protective  regulation 
approach. 


In     response  to  normal   'supply  and  demand'     market  factors, 
asking     rents     for     the  remaining  residential  hotels     units  have 
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increased  sharply  (even  in  constant  dollars),  and  one  not- 
surprising  reult  is  the  observed  increase  in  homeless  individuals 

living    on     the     streets,     those  who  cannot  afford  to    pay    those  B.4.2 

rents.  D,Z.A 

Family  Housing 

There  are  about  1,850  (1975  survey)  units  of  "family" 
housing,  i.e.  stuido  units  or  larger  contained  in  walk-up  2-10 
unit  apartment  buildings,  in  the  South  of  Market.  More  current 
data  is  needed,  but  there  has  been  much  less  loss  of  supply  in 
this  category  than  in  the  hotel  housing  supply.  Rent  levels  have 
been  increasing,  but  remain  below  City-wide  averages.  B.4.2 

This  housing  resource  has  been  of  major  importance  to 
immigrant  families,  particularly  newly  arrived  Filipino 
immigrants,  and  houses  a  significant  population  under  21-years  of 
age.  It  is  also  experiencing  a  degree  of  "gentrif ication"  as 
well,  that  is,  new  households  composed  of  two  or  more  working 
white  adults  renting  apartments  formerly  occupied  by  low-income 
households,  typically  at  significantly  higher  rents  than  before, 
and  usually  coupled  with  some  property  renovation  (with  a  spiffy  B.4.2 
new  exterir  paint  job  a  bare  minimum).  D.3.1 

While  this  process  helps  to  maintain  the  housing  stock,  it 
also  results  in  human  displacment.  The  DPDEIR  needs  to  disucss 
such    displacement    of     lower-income     families     and    present    any  b.4.2 


available  information. 


Alternatives  and  Mitigation 


D.3.1 


With  regard  to  both  residential  hotels  and  family  housing  in 
the  South  of  Market,  there  is  the  generic  inadequacy  of  the  DEIR 
in  addressing  only  the  limited  area  within  C3  District 
boundaries,  instead  of  incorporating  the  functionally-connected 
adjacent  areas  as  well  -  in  the  South  of  Market  housing 
concentrations,  both  R-zoned  'island'  areas  as  well  as  the  Ml 
District.  For  any  area  like  the  South  of  Market  neighborhood 
where  th"s  artificial  dividing  line  runs  right  down  the'  middle,  B.2.1 
how  can  anyone  -  the  Planning  Commission  or  the  public  -  be  B.4.2 
expected  to  make  any  real,  useful  sense  out  of  an  EIR  like  that?  D.2 


D.3.1 


The  previous  comments  above  regarding  Alternative  4 ' s 
importance  for  South  of  Market  housing  conservation  are  relevant 
to  this  section  as  well.  Moreover,  the  amount  of  new  housing  that 
could/would  be  developed  in  parts  of  the  South  of  Market, 
especially  the  proposed  mixed/use  area  imjnediately  west  of  Yerba 
Buena  Center,  under  Alteranative  4  needs  to  be  estimated  in  order 
to  adequately  contrast  it  with  the  Downtown  Plan.  D.3.1 

Also     as     noted     above  in  the  discussion  regarding     the  YBC 
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Redevelopment  Area  Is  the  incoporation  of  the  Intended  "ybc  South 
of  Market  Housing  Fund"  as  a  mitigation  measure  for  the  Downtown 
Plan.  This  is  obviously  relevant  to  the  "Housing"  section  of  the 
DEIR  as  well,  and  is  again  formally  proposed  hereby  (copy 
attached)  as  a  mitigation  measure  for  the  low-income  resident  D.5.3 
displacment  impacts  in  the  whole  South  of  Market  area  that  the 
jEIR  should  be  identifying. 


(F)   COMMUNITY  SERVICES 


The  Downtown  Plan  DEIR  does  not  discuss  at  all  the  impacts 
of  the  Plan  on  the  rrany  City  and/or  privately 
funded/administered/assisted  health  and  social  services  located 
in  the  present  C3  District  and/or  serving  residents  of  the  C3 
District.  This  ommission  cannot  be  permitted,  since  the  Plan  will 
have  real  negative  impacts  on  these  services,  their  present  and  ^,4 
future  capacities,  and  their  effectiveness.  Human  beings  count  Z.1 
under  CEQA  too,  not  just  buildings. 

First,     the    Downtown    Plan  EIR  must  identify  and     list  the 
existing  social  and  health  service  facilities  in  the  C3  District, 
including    the    South  of  Market,     very  briefly    describing    their  2^1 
activities,  client  demographics,  etc. 

Second,  the  EIR  must  assess  the  negative  impacts  of  the  Plan 
on  these  services,  in  two  categories  at  least: 

1.  For  those  that  are  located  in  leased  premises,  the  future 
difficulty    of    maintaining    their     services,       relocating  their 
services    nearby,     and/or    expanding    their  services  due    to  the 
general  increase  in  rents  for  such  rental  space  that  will  result 
from  the  Downtown  Plan,  as  described  in  the  "Land  Use"  section  of 
these  comments.     Social/health  services  typically  rent  commercial  A.4 
space,     and    hence  are  subject  to  the  same  displacement  pressures  B.4 
due    to     rent     increases,     change     of     use,     etc.     as     are     small  Z.1 
businesses . 

2.     For    all  services,     the  consequences  on     client  access, 
staff     efficicancy,     deliveries,     etc.     resulting  from    increased  E.3.2 
traffic     impacts  and  lack  of  parking  resulting  from  the    Downtown  E.4.1 
Plan.  ^^^'2 

Third,  the  EIR  must  identify  appropriate  mitigations.  Two 
specific  measures  should  be: 

A.  Requiring      new    developments     in    the      C3  District, 
particularly  those  in  the  existing  C3-G  and  C3-S  Districts,  which 
include  the  South  of  Market  area,     to  provide  space  for  community 
social    and    health  services  at  below-market  affordable  rents     in  Z.1 
place  of  market-rate  commercial  space.  Z.2 

B.  Requiring  new  parking  facilities  in  appropriate  C3-G  and 
C3-S  locations  to  set  aside  a  number  of  parking  spaces  at  nominal 
rents  for  staff  of  health  and  social  service  providers  that 
require  cars  for  their  work.  E.4.1 

Z.1 


160 


DRAFT 


ThFSE  ATOCrt^lEMTS  TO  THE  SOUTIH  OF  flARKET  ^l±]M\CE 
CatlEMT  LETTER  REPEAT  TIATEPIAL  IN  THAT  LETTER^ 
PROVIDING  MORE  DETAIL.    RESPONSES  ARE  PPa/IDED 
AS  NOTED  IN  THE  LETTER.     (HESE  ATTACKTIENTS  PPE  t^. 
NOT  SEPARATELY  CODED.  rjyj^     ^  ^gg^ 


Special  Section:   THE  YBC/SOUTH  OF  MARKET  HOUSING  FUND 

The  San  Francisco  Redvelopment  Agency  has  repeatedly  assured 
the  South  of  Market  Alliance  that  a  $5,000,000  'fund'  for  use  in 
the  development  of  affordable  houisng  will  be  incorported  in  the 
overall  financial  package  resulting  from  the  Agency's  completion 
of  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Project. 

Such  a  fund  was  first  proposed  by  the  Alliance  in  1982, 
during  the  preparation  of  the  "Second  Supplement  to  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  Yerba  Buena  Center 
Redevelopment  Area",  as  a  necessary  mitigation  of  the  tremendous 
impact  on  the  South  of  Market's  affordable  housing  supply  caused 
by  Yerba  Buena  Center  (YBC).  At  that  time  the  Alliance  proposed, 
and  the  EIR  that  was  finally  adopted  agreed,  that  the  possible 
total  of  four  million  square  feet  of  office/hotel/commercial 
development  proposed  for  YBC  would  inevitably  lead  to  the 
"gentrif ication"  of  the  South  of  Market's  housing  stock  and  the 
resulting  displacement  of  the  existing  lower  income  neighborhood 
residents. 

After    discussions  between  the    Alliance,     the    Agency,  and 
Olympia     &     York,     the     Canadian  developer  of     the     "Yerba  Buena 
I  Gardens"     project  which  represents  most   (but  by  no  means  all)  of 
I  the  remaining  YBC  project,     the  Redevelopment  Agency  accepte  the 
!;  need  for  this  mitigation. 
\ 

\  Only  the  general  idea  has  been  described  at  this     time.  The 

i!  $5  million  amount  will  actually  be  an  allocation  of  tax  increment 
I  financing  authority.  The  YBC  Project  area  was  originally 
!;  established  as  a  specific  "tax  increment  district",  which  means 
i:  that  property  tax  income  to  the  City  of  San  Francisco  can  be 
|:  allocated  to  other  YBC  redevelopment  project  uses  once  it  exceeds 
theannual  amount  of  tax  payments  existing  before  the  project  was 
first  approved  (1965).  In  fact,  this  'break  even'  point  was  not 
achieved  until  1982  due  to  "Proposition  13 's"  major  reduction  in 
property  tax  rates.  Any  such  future  allocation  of  tax  increment 
funds,  however,  must  be  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Board  of 
Supervisors  and  the  Mayor  as  well  as  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 
For  this  reason,  the  Agency  intends  to  submit  in  1984  a  complete 
'package*  for  such  City  approval,  including  the  YBC  Gardens 
lease,  the  budget  for  all  tax  increment  funds  (with  the  housing 
fund),  and  the  allocation  of  the  income  to  the  Agency  from  YBC 
land  sales/leases,  which  will  include  a  YBC  cultural  program  and 
Agency  administrative  funding. 

The  South  ■  of  Market  Alliance  recognizes  that  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  has  made  a  major  step  forward  in  agreeing  to 
the  creation  of  such  a  fund.  Now  is  the  time  to  address  the 
equally  import  question  of  how  it  should  be  used.  Here  follows 
this  report's  recommendation  for  the  structure  and  program  uses 
of  thi  $5  million  fund. 

oC^rr  ( i  or  A^^"^'-Ce 
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THE  YBC/SOUTH  OF  MARKET  HOUSING  FUND 

1.   Basic  Principles:  How  the  Fund  Will  Be  Used. 

The  South  of  Market  Alliance  believes  the  fundamental 
purpose  of  the  Housing  Fund  needs  to  be  clearly  stated,  along 
with  the  necssary  principals  to  accomplish  that  purpose: 

A.  The     YBC/South  of  Market  Housing  Fund  will  mitigate  the 
impacts     of     the     Yerba  Buena  project  on     the  affordable 
housing  supply  which  is  essential  for  the  survival  of  the 
South     of  Market  neighborhood. 

3.  This     housing     supply  is  contained     principally     in  the 
equally     important     concentrations  of  wood     frame  family 
apartments     and  larger  residential  hotels  located  in  the 
western  South  of  Market.     Use  of  the  Housing  Fund  must  be 
limited  to  this  area. 

C.  The  affordable  housing  conserved  through  the  Fund  must  be 
maintained  as  permanently  affordable  housing.  While  it  is 
understood  that  many  individual  rehabilitation  projects 
will  include  private  developers,  sponsorship  by  a 
community-based  non-profit  organization  is  essential  to 
assure  this  goal,  as  well  as  proper  management  and 
community  sensitivity  in  meeting  residents'  needs. 

D.  Financial  assistance  from  the  Housing  Fund  may  take" many 
forms,     such  as  deferred  loans  for   'gap     financing',  but 
none     is     to     be     used  for  adinistrat ive     costs     of  any 
agency . 


2.   Timing  and  Means  of  Fund  availibility . 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  provide  the  $5  million  Fund: 
(a)  set  aside  portions  of  the  'increment'  property  tax  income 
each  year  until  it  totals  the  full  amount;  or,  (b)  borrow  a 
portion  or  the  full  amount  and  repay  it  from  later  increment 
income.  These  two  approaches  could  be  combined,  i.e.,  some  funds 
can  be  borrowed  immediately  and  the  rest  set  aside  year  by  year. 

The  Agency  can  "borrow"  funds  from  two  types  of  sources:  by 
selling  notes  to  private  investors  to  be  repaid  with  future 
increment  income  (tax  allocation  notes),  or  by  borrowing  from 
other  existing  Agency  or  City  funds.  The  second  alternative  is 
more  attractive  since  it  offers  the  potential  for  interest-free 
loans,  whereas  notes  must  bear  prevailing  tax  exempt  interest 
rates,  anywhere  from  10%  to  14^  or  more.  There  are  a  number  of 
possible  no-interest  City  fund  sources  given  the  ability  for 
prompt  repayment,  but  use  of  these  would  require  full  City 
approval  and  would  tie  up  funds  that  might  otherwise  be  used  for 
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other  affordable  housing  development. 

One  such  potential  source  for  a  temporary  inter-fund  no- 
interest  loan  is  the  "Low-income  Housing  Fund"  set  aside  for 
development  of  the  four  "TOOK"  sites  in  Verba  Buena  Center  from 
City  Hotel  Tax  revenue.  Several  million  dollars  have  accumlated 
in  this  fund  for  the  final  undeveloped  site  ("Mendelsohn  House"), 
but  they  will  not  be  required  to  be  drawn  for  that  projct's 
financing  until  1986  or  '87.  Thus  a  temporary  one  or  two  year 
advance  against  YBC  tax  increment  income  is  feasible. 

The  key  question  is  just  how  soon  the  actual  Housing  Fund 
dollars  can  be  used.  If  the  recommendations  set  forth  in  this 
report  for  program  uses  are  in  fact  adopted,  only  a  portion  of 
the  Housing  Fund  would  need  to  be  available  'immediately',  that 
is,  in  1985,  while  somewhat  more  than  half  would  be  needed 
through  1986,  with  the  balance  required  in  '87  and  '88.  Given 
this  schedule,  it  may  be  most  reasonable  to  borrow  about  $2.5 
million  gradually  in  the  first  two  years  from  no-interest  City 
sources,  and  draw  the  remainder  from  tax  increment  income 
directly  in  subsequent  years  while  also  repaying  the  borrowed 
funds.  This  would  avoid  sizeable  interest  payments  which  might 
otherwise  reduce  the  total  Fund  available. 


3.     Housing  Fund  Administration:  Who  Will  Decide  What  Projects  to 
Fund? 

This  fundamental  question  is  potentially  the  most 
controversial.  The  South  of  Market  Alliance  has  consistently 
proposed  that  the  Housing  Fund  be  held  and  administered  by  an 
independent  'third  party',  such  as  a  local  tax  exempt  foundation, 
with  specific  project  funding  applications  to  be  reviewed  by  a 
City/Community  Advisory  Board  (CCAB). 

This  approach  will  provide  full  fiscal  oversight  and 
competent  financial  management  by  an  established  foundation 
acceptable  to  the  City,  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  and  community 
groups.  It  will  safeguard  all  concerned  against  concerns  of 
political  influence  in  the  use  of  the  Fund.  It  will  permit  the 
Fund  to  grow  by  accumulating  interest  pending  actual  project  by 
pxoject  financing  payments. 

Very     importantly,       when     the  Housing     Fund     is     be  first 

established,     the     types  of  programs  and  eligible  uses     would  be 

spelled  out  in  advance,  providing  for  full  coordination  with 
other  City  housing  programs. 

The  City/Community  Advisory  Board  which  would  recommend 
speicific  projects  for  funding  to  the  foundation  would  be  equally 
representative  of  public  agencies  and  the  private  sector  on  the 
one  hand  and  South  of  Market  community  organizations  on  the 
other.  This  would  further  ensure  overall  coordination  with  other 
City     housing     efforts     and  proper  project     oversight.     A  likely 
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advisory  board  composition  would  include  members  selected  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency,  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Housing  and  Economic 
Development,  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer,  and  private 
sector  housing  rehabilitation  and  finance  experts  along  with  a 
balancing  number  of  community  representatives. 

This  report  reconunends  a  special  approach  to  the 
conservation  of  affordable  family  housing  in  the  South  of  Market 
due  to  the  technical  difficulties  of  that  critical  segment  of  the 
housing  supply.  But  with  regard  to  financial  assistance  for 
residential  hotels,  the  process  of  project  assistance  would  be 
open  and  competitive,  with  proposals  from  nn-profit  sponsors 
requested  periodically,  to  be  judged  against  established  criteria 
that  will  be  adopted  by  the  CCAB. 

While  outright  grants  would  not  be  ruled  out,  the  more 
likely  form  of  assistance  would  be  deferred  mortgage  financing 
secured  by  the  assisted  properties.  The  loan  would  be  held  by  the 
foundation  which  would  ultimetly  assure  compliance  with  project 
conditions,  such  as  the  c-ritical  matter  of  permanent 
af f ordability ,  or  which  alternatively  could  assign  those  rights 
to  another  enforcement-oriented  agency. 

If  and  when  the  deferred  loans  were  repaid,  those  funds 
would  be  recycled  for  future  YBC/SOM  Housing  Fund  use. 


4.  Use    of     the     Housing     Fund:       Two    Major     Program  Types 
Conservation     of     Residential     Hotels,     and     Protection  for 
Affordable  Family  Housing. 

The  basic  concept  for  preservation  of  affordable  housing  is 
now  well  established  in  San  Francisco:  a  public  interest  non- 
profit organization  buys,  rehabilitates,  manages,  and  rents  at 
reduced  levels  existing  housing  in  target  neighborhoods.  The 
financing  used  to  acheive  this  may  well  include  a  private 
partner,  in  a  role  as  limited  as  tax  shelter  syndication  or  as 
involved  as  the  buyer/packager/construction  contractor/management 
agent.  Most  such  efforts  to  date  have  been  financed  utilizing 
City-administered  federal  Community  Development  (CD)  funds, 
federal  "Section  8"  rehabilitation  rent-supplements,  or  various 
low-interest  loan  programs.  More  exotic  and  technically  complex 
financing  assistance  has  been  provided  i  some  cases  with  federal 
Urban  Development  Action  Grants  (UDAG),  and  in  others  by  linkage 
with  the  City's  "Office/Housing  Production  Program"  (OHPP). 

The  question  that  must  be  addressed  here  is  how  to  adapt 
such  a  general  concept  to  the  South  of  Market's  existing  housing 
stock.  There  is  no  doubt  this  neighborhood  presents  unique 
challenges . 

As  described  in  this  Neighborhood  Plan,  the  South  of 
Market's  affordable  housing  stock  is  principally  divided  into  two 
very  different  housing  types,     residential  hotels  and  wood  frame, 
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walk-up  family  apartments.  The  resident  groups  of  each  are 
'certainly  distinct  in  terms  household  size,  background,  housing 
service  needs  and  expectation,  social  service  needs,  etc.  The  two 
housing  types  themselves  are  very  different  in  technical  terms, 
such  as  building  construction  types,  code  requirements,  financing 
requirements  and  conditions,   and  last  but  not  least,   sheer  size. 

The  two  common  elements  are  that  the  supply  of  both  as 
affordable  housing  is  diminishing,  and  that  any  effort  to 
conserve  either  requires  some  form  of  'gap  financing',  that  is, 
that  the  costs  of  purchase,  rehabilitation,  and  operation  cannot 
be  supported  through  affordable  rents,  tax  shelters  syndication, 
and  below-market  financing  alone. 

Il 

1  The     South     of  Market  Alliance  recommends  that     the  YBC/SOM 

Housing  Fund  be  equally  divided  between  these  two  housing  types  - 
that  $2.5  million  of  assistance  be  programatically  allocated  to 
preserving  existing  affordable  family  housing,  and  that  $2.5 
tiillion  be  devoted  to  residential  hotel  conservation.  These  are 
the  recommended  programs  for  each  housing  type: 

« 

I.     Preservation  of  Af f ordable  Family  Housing 

Most  of  the  South  of  Market's  approximately  1,850  (1975) 
jnits  of  family  housing  are  within  3  to  10  unit,  wood  frame, 
v?alk-up  apartment  buildings  sited  on  small  individual  lots  lining 
:he  many  alleys  which  criss-cross  the  western  South  of  Market, 
^ery  few  of  these  buildings  stand  empty,  which  necessitates 
:areful  rehabilitation  and  housing  assistance  that  is  very 
sensitive  to  the  existing  residents.  While  Filipino  families  form 
-he  largest  ethnic  group,  there  are  substantial  numbers  of  Black, 
jatin,  and  White  families  as  well.  Nearly  all  households  are 
•enters,  not  owners.  The  buildings  themselves  were  constructed 
luring  the  period  from  1910  to  1930,  and  while  most  need  major 
epairs  ^md  have  code  violations,   they  are  presently  habitable. 

Rent  levels  are  modest  by  city-wide  standards,  approximating 
n  average  of  $300  to  $400  per  month  for  a  two-bedroom  apartment, 
lost  renter  households  are  definitely  low-income  by  government 
tandards,  although  a  significant  number  are  two-  or  even  three- 
arner  households,  reflecting  extended  families  and  working 
eenagers.  Property  prices  have  leveled  off  since  the  tremendous 
un-up  in  the  real  estate  boom  years  of  1977-82,  and  multi-unit 
tildings  can  still  be  purchased  on  the  open  market  for  $35- 
0,000  per  unit. 

This  existing  situation  presents  an  obvious  opportunity  to 
ecure  100-200  units  of  permanently  affordable  family  housing 
ith  the  YBC/SOM  Housing  Fund  alone,  plus  further  program 
xpansion  once  an  effort  is  well  underway  and  other  possible 
inancial  assistance  is  secured.  Since  there  is  presently  no 
rganized  effort  now  to  address  this  critically  important  family 
Dusing,  such  a  beginning  will  be  a  major  acheivement  for  the 
fusing  Fund  in  itself. 
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but  the  small  scale,  separate,  rented-out  character  of  this 
family  housing  stock  presents  significant  technical  problems  that 
must  be  addressed  and  solved  in  order  for  such  a  program  to 
succeed.  Here  is  a  beginning  list: 


a.  Rehabilitating  occupied  properties  without  displacement 
or  undue  disruption  is  difficult,  slow,  and  therefore 
notably  more  expensive  -  and  controversial  -  than 
working  with  vacant  buildings. 

b.  Identifying  which  buildings  ought  to  be  purchased  as 
part  of  an  affordable  housing  program  -  and  therefore 
what  residents  will  benefit  as  a  result  -  depends 
basically  on  which  buildings  are  for  sale  at  any  given 
time.  While  random  and  thereby  presumably  impartial, 
this  reality  does  not  relate  to  what  tenants  may  be  in 
the  greatest  need. 

c.  The  fact  that  any  program  will  have  to  aquire  two  dozen 
or    more     small     apartment     buildings     is     a  logistical 
workload  in  itself  that  mandates  a  single  central  entity 
for  efficiancy  and  sound  project  management. 

d.  No  such  community-based  entity  now  exists. 

e.  Any     program  must  have  the  continued  support     of  those 
residents     involved.     With     such  a     diverse  population, 
great     sensitivitiy     will  be  necessary     to     respect  the 
differing     expectations,     especially  given  the  multiple 
ethnic  communities  that  will  participate. 

f.  Arranging     financing     for  two  dozen     or     more  separate 
properties  within  one  program  is  inherently  complicated. 

This  list  is  not  prohibitive,  but  it  is  formidible.  As 
noted,  there  are  not  presently  any  San  Francisco  organizations 
that  have  carried  out  a  comparable  effort.  Elsewhere  around  the 
country,  though,  similar  efforts  have  been  undertaken.  One  nearby 
in  Oakland  created  a  "scattered  site  cooperative"  from  comparable 
small  apartment  buildings  which  were  moved  to  make  way  for 
construction  of  the  Grove/Shaf ter  Freeway  -  but  all  these 
structures  were  vacant.  Other  comparable  prototype  projects  have 
been  carried  out  in  inner-city  neighborhoods  of  Minneapolis, 
Baltimore,  and  other  midwestern  and  eastern  cities. 


The  Oakland  program  was  conceived  and  established  by  the 
State  Office  of  Housing  and  Community  Development  during  the 
Brown  administration.  The  Minneapolis  program  was  instituted  and 
administered  by  a  non-profit  foundation,  the  Honeywell 
Foundation,  which  was  established  for  this  purpse  by  Honeywell 
Corp.,  headquartered  in  that  city.  The  Baltimore  program  was 
developed  by  a  similar  foundation,  the  Enterprise  Foundation, 
established  in  1982  by  developer  James  Rouse. 
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The  South  of  Market  Alliance  r  onmiends  that  such 
experienced  outside  professional  public-interest  technical 
assistance  be  actively  sought  to  develop  and  carry  out  a  South  of 
Market  affordable  family  housing  program,  with  one-half  of  the 
YBC/South  of  Market  Housing  Fund  available  and  intended  for  use 
as  'gap  financing'  in  such  a  program.  Given  City  support,  and  the 
other  financial  resources  -  such  as  tax-exempt  mortgage 
underwriting  from  the  Redevelopment  Agency  -  that  can  be 
•leveraged'  based  on  this  crucial  funding  commitment,  there  is  a 
realistic  potential  for  a  precendent-setting  and  successful 
program. 

In  order  to  bring  this  result  about,  the  following  steps  are 
necessary  -  some  of  which  can  be  begun  now  even  before  final  City 
action  on  the  overall  YBC  financing  deal: 

1.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Mayor's  Office  of 
Housing  and  Economic  Development  determine  that  this 
concept  should  be  explored. 

2.  Contacts  are  initiated  through  appropriate  intermediaries 
with  the  Enterprise  Foundatioion ,  the  Honeywell 
Foundation,  and  similar  national  agencies  to  determine  if 
they  are  interested  in  such  an  effort  in  San  Francisco. 
Such  exploratory  discussions  should  involve  as  major 
participants  South  of  Market  community  organizations. 

3.  Based  on  these  contacts,  possible  program  approaches  are 
eviewed  by  both  the  City  and  community  groups.     If  there 
is  mutual  support,     a  formal  proposal  would  be  requested 
from  one  or  more  of  the  specialist  organizations. 

At  this  point  there  would  be  a  general  public  review  of  the 
concept,  the  specific  proposal (s).  It  would  be  best  if  this  much 
could  be  accomplished  by  the  time  the  City  finally  acts  on  the 
YBC  financing  package,  since  it  would  document  how  one-half  of 
the  Housing  Fund  would  be  utilized.  That  would  form  the  basis  for 
sound  public  policy  decisions  by  all  concerned. 

II.  Conservation  of  Residential  Hotels 

As  described  in  this  report,  more  tha  3,000  residential 
hotel  housing  units  still  remain  in  the  South  of  Market,  at  least 
in  theory  (not  taking  into  account  those  which  are  bombed-out  and 
unihabitable,  or  those  which  have  been  illegally  converted  to 
other  uses).  TODCO's  most  recent  survey  identified  13  of  the  59 
remaining  hotels  standing  vacant.  The  actual  number  of  occupied 
units  continues  to  gradually  decline,  due  to  both  physical  decay 
j  of  the  structures  and  persistent  conversion  to  tourist  use.  While 
j  Sixth  Street  remains  as  the  largest  single  concentration  of 
residential  hotels,  many  are  scattered  througout  the  western 
South  of  Market  along  the  major  streets. 
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The  building  types  vary  greatly,  from  wood  frame  structures 
with  less  than  50  units  to  brick,  masonry,  or  concrete  buildings 
with  more  than  100  rooms.  Man  buildings  have  composite  structure 
(part  brick,  part  wood,  etc.).  Soils  conditions  are  very 
significant:  parts  of  the  South  of  Market  lie  on  very  poor  fill, 
accounting  for  the  observeable  settlement  of  some  buildings  and 
the  great  amount  of  damage  the  area  suffered  in  the  1906  San 
Francisco  Earthquake   (prior  to  the  Fire). 

For  purposes  of  a  hotel  conservation  program,  these  existing 
conditions  offer  both  possibilities  and  real  constraints.  Vacant 
buildings,  while  requiring  extensive  rehabilitation  work,  are 
more  easily  renovated  and  present  no  short  term  tenant  relocation 
problems.  On  the  other  hand,  some  structures  are  structurally 
unsound  due  to  poor  soils  and  foundation  conditions  that  cannot 
be  corrected  at  any  reasonable  cost  -  these  structures  are 
essentially  doomed.  Other  hotels  are  'in  between',  capable  of 
reinforcement  that  will  permit  a  few  more  decades  of  use  (but  the 
underlying  land  value  is  the  major  long  term  financing 
consideration,  and  'permanent  af f ordability '  cannot  a  meaningful 
objective  for  the  existing  building's  units). 

The  value  of  these  properties  as  reflected  in  sales  prices 
has  also  leveled  off  since  the  dramatic  increases  of  the  late 
'70's.  Some  observers  have  attributed  this  to  the  adoption  of  the 
City's  rent  control  and  "hotel  conservation"  ordinances  (as  well 
as  recession-caused  cooling  of  the  overall  real  estate  market). 
More  detailed  analysis,  however,  shows  that  the  profit  or  income 
that  can  be  extracted  from  such  hotels  by  owners,  or  operators 
with  master  leases,  has  reached  plateau  reflecting  the  maximum 
monthly  rent  of  about  $250  which  reflects  'what  the  market  will 
bear '( roughly  one-half  of  current  Supplemental  Security  Income 
(SSI)  assistance  levels).  This  ceiling  on  potential  operating 
profit  does  translate  into  a  maximum  amount  any  buyer  can  pay.  of 
course  if  the  hotel  is  large  enough  and  has  the  right  location  so 
that  it  can  be  converted  to  much  more  lucrative  daily  tourist  use 
(like  the  Pickwick  Hotel  at  Fifth  and  Mission  Streets)  or 
demolished  and  replaced  with  a  new  office  building,  then  its 
value  and  sales  price  is  much  greater.  As  a  practical  matter, 
neither  circumstance  applies  to  Sixth  Street  -  Skid  Row  -  bat 
other  South  of  Market  hotels  near  to  Give  Center  or  Verba  Buena 
Center  are  such  likely  candidates. 

Given  this  market,  there  are  significant  oppor tiunities  for 
acquisition  of  residential  hotels  in  1984  and  possibly  '85.  The 
present  City-enacted  'moratorium'  on  new  development  in  the  area 
should  take  some  steam  out  of  the  speculative  buying  market,  and 
prices  of  less-f avorably  located  hotels  have  remained  steady  in 
the  range  of  $10-15,000  per  unit. 

Rehabilitation  costs  vary  widely  from  one  hotel  to  another. 
If  a  very  few  might  require  as  little  of  $5,000  per  unit  of  work 
for  code  violations  and  management  needs,  most  projects  would 
cost  between  $10-15,000  per  unit  to  put  into  good  long-term 
condition,  an  amount  roughly  equal  to  the  acquistion  cost. 
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Approprite  rent  levels  to  set,  on  the  other  hand,  to  rovide 
•affordable  housing'  can  provide  little  cash  flow  with  which  to 
pay  back  any  mortgage  financing.  Generally,  conununity 
organizations  seek  to  limit  rents  to  about  $200  per  month  for  a 
decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  residential  hotel  room,  and  this 
assumes  no  unusually  high  vacancy  rate  (n'ore  than  10%)  that  might 
result  from  such  negative  living  environments  as  Skid  Row  -  Sixth 
Street,  where  so  many  South  of  Market  hotels  are  located. 

As  a  result,  the  'gap  financing'  required  for  each 
affordable,  rehabilitated  hotel  unit  is  sizeable,  if  not  quite  as 
great  as  that  for  family  apartments  -  in  the  range  of  $10-20,000 
per  unit,  depending  on  all  the  variables. 

But  unlike  family  apartments,  there  are  a  number  of  existing 
community  organizations  and  agencies  in  San  Francisco  that  are 
actively  involved  in  programs  to  buy,  rehabilitate,  and  conserve 
residential  hotels  as  affordable  housing.  Some,  such  as  the 
St. Vincent  De  Paul  Society,  envision  'public/private 
partnerships'  that  will  accomplish  hotel-focused  programs,  in 
this  case  the  "Islands  of  Sobriety"  or  "Sober  Hotels"  project  now 
beginning  under  City  auspices.  Others,  such  as  the  Chinatown 
Community  Housing  Corportaion,  are  utilizing  Community 
Development  Grants  from  the  City  to  own  and  operate  affordable 
housing  for  their  communities.  Still  others,  such  as  TODCO,  are 
seeking  to  conserve  specific  hotels  as  part  of  associated 
commercial  development  projects.  And  this  is  only  a  beginning  of 
te  full  list. 

t 

The  central  point  is  that  there  already  exists  a  fair  number 
of  competent  community  agencies  willing  and  able  to  take  on 
residential  hotel  conservation  projects,  with  the  exception  in 
the  South  of  Market  of  the  Sixth  Street-Skid  Row  area. 

Given  this  potential,  the  South  of  Market  Alliance  believes 
the  appropriate  allocation  of  the  $2.5  million  portion  of  the 
YBC/SOM  Housing  Fund  devoted  to  hotel  conservation  can  best  be 
accomplished  through  open  requests  for  proposals  (RFP),  where 
projects  proposed  by  non-profit  sponsors  will  be  competitively 
evaluated  by  the  City/Community  Advisory  Board  described  above. 

However,  noting  that  such  a  process  is  not  likely  to  address 
the  special  circumstances  of  Sixth  Street,  The  Alliance  believes 
that  a  certain  portion  of  the  Housing  Fund  sould  be  specifically 
reserved  for  hotel  conservation  projects  there,  at  least  $1 
million,  with  the  intent  of  a  coordinated  City/community  effort 
to  meet  the  special  requirements  of  stabalizing  that  part  of  the 
South  of  Market  community  (please  see  the  special  section  of  this 
report  addressing  Sixth  Street). 

Given  various  possibilities  to  'leverage'  the  Housing  Fund 
monies  with  other  programs,  tax  syndication,  etc.,  etc.,  the  $2.5 
million  set  aside  for  residential  hotels  could  secure  200  -  250 
affordable  units  in  3  to  6  separate  hotel  projects.  Again,  this 
program  would  have  great  significance  as  a  beginning  effort,  one 


169 


DRAFT 


that  can  be  further  expanded  given  a  successful  start. 

Since  this  proposed  program  is  very  analagous  to  existing 
City-administered  housing  programs,  the  principal  first  step 
required  is: 

1.  Representatives     of     community    organizations     and  City 
agencies  prepare  a  formal  proposed  program  outline  (with 
more  technical  detail  than  this  discussion). 

This  outline  can  be  prepared,  as  with  the  family  housing 
program  concept,  by  the  time  of  the  City  approval  process  for  the 
entire  YBC  financing/development  package  so  there  is  no  mystery 
on  the  intended  use  of  the  associated  YBC/South  of  Market  Housing 
Fund.  The  process  of  preparing  the  outline  will  essentially  draw 
together  many  of  those  who  will  ultimately  beomce  members  of  the 
City/Community  Advisory  Board,  a  good  shared  beginning  in  itself. 


END  OF  THIS  SECTION 
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RENT  SL'RVEY 


■Prepared  by 
TENANTS  &  OWNERS  :)EVELOPME\'^  CORP. 
October,  1983 
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S'JMVAR_Y 

a' i  thin  the  Soulh  of  I'arket:  Area,  d  recen    -iur-vey  revealed  thai  there  is 
59  r^esidential  Hotels,  with  4G  of  theiM  operating.    For  those  ho'.el  in 
operation,  rent  information* shows  a  range  from  $85.00  to  $400.00  per 
iMonth.    The  r»iedi'jm  rent  on  the  South  of  Market  Hotels  are  $^37.00, 
ciliiiost  no  chancje  from  a  year  acjo  at  $238.00.    The  medium  rent  ^or  sixth 
Street  Hotels  is  $213.00,  a  AZ  or  $8.00  increase  from  last  year.  Two 
of  the  hotel i>  on  Sixth  St.  (Hotel  Seneca  and  Hillsdale    )  are  on  doily 
'jdsis  only.    The  Oakwood  and  Delta  Hotel  only  accept  G.A.  Vouchers.  The 
ridorudo  Hotel  is  contract  to  the  City  for  the  Homeless  Progrjm. 
The  Lifo''ine  Hotel  and  490  Bryant  are  both  for  1  ease ,  and  374  5th  St.  is 
for  sale.    533  6th  ST.  has  been  demolished  into  a  parking  lot.  Dudley 
Hotel  has  change  it's  name  to  Dudley  Apdrtment  and  Bunkhouse  un  38 
/.'ashburn  has  a  "I  so  turn  to  apartment. 

The  following  Hotels  are  deleted  from  the  list  due  to  various  reasons 
as  described  below: 

Change  to  Apartments:    1)  1068  Howard  St.  2)  120  Tenth  St.  3)  995  Harrison 
St.  (Not  sure  of  change,  but  do  see  people  occupy  in  it.) 
Demolished:  1)  315  Folsom  St. 

Change  to  Tourist  Hotel  or  Daily  Rates  only:  1  )Eiiibarcaderp  Motel 
2)YSCA,  3)  Arixicus  Anns,  4)  Bay  Brick  Inn  (a  woman  only  hotel,  use  to 
be  the  Brown  Hotel),  5)Conventi()n  Inn  (use  to  be  Bus  Stop  Hotel). 
T'-ie  New  Frontier  Hotel  which  is  destroyed  by  fire,  is  rmw  s  i  ti.-  uf  un 
apartment.    The  Planter  Hotel  in  now  an  office  building. 
Yost  0^  the  Hotels  charge  th(-   .iine  rent  from  o  year  ayo,  sun't'  t'et r-ea^cd 
in  rent  and  the  oties  that  charge  higher  are  the  ones  t'uit  dofie  siimL- 
ri-model  inn  works . 


*The  rent  information  are  not  corrplete  due  to  the  non -cooperation  ur 
the  owners  ^    Managers  or  the  surveyor  could  not  contact  tho  man<igeiMent. 
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COUNCIL  OF  COMMUNITY  HOUSING  ORGANIZATIONS 

CORPORATE  OFFICE:  R.Y.A.P.,  330  ELUS  STREET,  5th  FLOOR,  SAN  FRANCISCO  94102 
STAFF  OFFICE:    409  CLAYTON  STREET,  SAN  FRANCISCO  94117  (415)  863-6566 

,lv  4  June  1984 

"  .sV-'^^v^'^^'sTATEMENT  OF  THE  COUNCIL  OF  COMMUNITY  HOUSING 
^cPcii^       ORGANIZATIONS  ON  THE  DEIR  OF  THE  DOWNTOWN  PLAN 


Introduction 

The  following  statement  addresses  exclusively  the  subject  of  housing  in  the  context 
of  the  proposed  policy  changes  suggested  by  the  Downtown  Plan.    Other  groups  and  com- 
munity organizations  will  address  transit,  resident  employment,  and  other  aspects  of 
the  enviornment  impacted  by  the  Downtown  Plan  and  studied  in  this  DEIR.    However,  CCHO 
would  like  to  note  that  while  housing  is  our  primary  concern,  especially  affordable  hous- 
ing, it  is  only  one  aspect  of  the  problem  posed  by  the  primary  Downtown  Plan  policy 
wnich  is  to  allow  an  ever  increasing  amount  of  highrise  commercial  office  development 
in  our  City.  We  understand  the  inter-related  character  of  issues  discussed  in  the  DEIR. 
If  the  City  cannot  accomodate  the  housing  needs  of  the  projected  workforce  caused  by 
the  Downtown  Plan,  then  an  increased  impact  and  demand  will  be  placed  on  public  transit 
since  that  workforce  will  have  to  commute  to  work.    Moreover,  an  inability  to  house  the 
projected  workforce  will  also  impact  existing  residential  neighborhoods  in  our  City 
by  increasing  the  demand  on  the  already  over  burdened  housing  stock.  Thus,  an  error  in  the 
OEIR's  analysis  of  the  housing  question  will  have  a  ripple  effect  through  the  entire 
JEIR.    We  expect  that  all  errors  noted  in  the  following  will  be  corrected  and  changes  made 

to  reflect  the  correction  throughout  the  entire  DEIR.  B.4.2 

D.2.2 

Also  included  for  staff  review  and  comment  is  a  seperate  analysis  of  the  current  OHPP,*^***^ 
entitled  "A  CRITIQUE  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO'S  OFFICE  HOUSING  PRODUCTION  PROGRAM  WITH  RECOMMEN- 
DATIONS FOR  CORRECTIVE  ACTION".  This  document  should  be  considered  as  part  of  this  statemen 
as  it  is  the  only  study  thus  far  on  the  entire  operational  history  of  this  program. 

D.5.1 

Summary 

The  DEIR  is  marred  by  an  incomplete  discussion  of  the  existing  houisng  setting  and  by 
the  use  of  incorrect  and  outdated  data  on  future  housing  construction.    These  two  serious 
flaws  render  the  DEIR  section  dealing  with  housing  incomplete  and  inaccurate.  Major 
revisions  of  the  DEIR's  analysis  of  the  housing  impacts  must  be  made.    As  noted  above, 
these  revisions  on  the  housing  section  will  also  require  a  major  revision  of  the  transit 
and  other  sections  of  the  DEIR.    The  effect  of  these  errors  of  analysis  in  the  DEIR  is 
to  greatly  understate  the  harmful,  negative  and  aviodable  impacts  of  the  Downtown  Plan 
on  the  City's  housing  stock,  especially  the  low  and  moderate  cost   housing  stock  in  the 
downtown  area.  As  a  result  of  this  understatement  of  the  impacts,  proper  corrective 
policies  are  simply  ignored  in  the  DEIR, 

B.4 
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INCOMPLETE  DISCUSSION  OF  EXISTING  HOUSING  SETTING 

A  stated  major  objective  of  the  Downtown  Plan,  repeated  in  the  Summary  of  this  DEIR 
is: 

"expand  the  supply  of  housing  in  and  adjacent  to 
downtown,  and  protect  such  residential  uses  from 

encroachment  by  commercial  uses"  (DEIR, p. I. 2)  B.4.2 

2.1 

In  order  to  correctly  analyze  such  a  policy  there  first  must  be  a  detailed  description 
of  the  existing  houisng  stock  in  the  study  area.    No  such  description  occurs  in  the 
DEIR.    Even  more  serious,  after  merely  stating  this  "objective",  the  DEIR  offers  no 
other  discussion  of  it's  implementation  .  As  a  minimum  the  following  questions  should 
be  posed  and  answered  by  the  final  EIR:  B.4.2 

1.  total  number  of  existing  dwelling  units  in  area  effected  by  Downtown  Plan; 

2.  number  and  rent/housing  cost  of  residents  now  in  these  dwelling  units; 

3.  number  and  location  of  SRO's  in  study  area; 

4.  number  and  location  of  existing  family  housing  in  study  area; 

5.  number  and  per  cent  of  City's  total  of  subsidised  senior  housing  units  in  study  area 

6.  probable  impact  of  Downtown  Plan  polices  on  SRO's,  family  housing  and  subsidised 
senior  housing  in  study  area; 

7.  estimated  number  of  low  income  households  dispalced  by  Downtown  Plan  policies; 

8.  policies  suggested  to  "expand"  and  "protect"  existing  low  cost  housing  in 

study  area.  B.4.2 

The  failure  to  pose,  let  alone  answer  these  key  questions  underates  the  harmful  possible 
impact  of  the  Downtown  Plan  policies  and  simply  ignore  an  "objective"  of  the  Downtown 
Plan. 

LACK  OF  DISCUSSION  OF  AFFORDABILITY  FACTOR  IN  EXISTING  HOUSING  STOCK 


By  failing  to  pose  the  above  listed  questions  the  DEIR  fails  to  take  notice  of  an 
important  fact:  Cninatown,  the  Tenderloin  and  the  South  of  Market  neighborhoods  posses 
a  vast  number  of  the  Citys  stock  of  affordable  housing,    yet, these  neighborhoods  are 
on  "the  front  lines"  of  the  changes  expected  to  result  from  the  Downtown  Plan.  This 
fact  was  at  least  acknowledged  in  the  Downtown  Plan  itself  when  on  page  39  of  that 
document  stated: 


"As  the  downtown  office  district  continues  to  grow,  the 
pressure  to  demolish  housing  or  convert  it  to  nonresiden- 
tial uses  will  increase.. .areas  most  affected  are  the 
South  of  Market. .. ,North  of  Market(Tenderloin) ,  Chinatown, 
and  North  Beach  neighborhoods".  B,4.2 

Z.1 

Where  is  the  detailed  discussion  of  these  expected  demolitions    and  conversions?  What 
plans  or  polices  are  to  be  used  by  the  City  to  build  new  affordable  housing  for 
existing  residents?    How  many  units  will  need  to  be  replaced? 

INACCURATE  DISCUSSION  OF  FUTURE  HOUSING  NEEDS 

—   B.4.2 

By  ignoring  the  need  to  expand  and  protect  the  existing  supply  of  affordable  houslna 
and  by  overstating  the  av^irage  "expected"  supply  of  housing,  the  DEIR  greatly  under- 
states the  housing  shortage  caused  by  Downtown  Plan  policies. 

D.2.2 
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The  DEIR  assumes  that  between  1981  and  2000  some  35,000  new,  resident  C-3  workers  ^ 
will  need  to  be  housed  in  San  Francisco  as  a  result  of  Downtown  Plan  policies  (Table 
IV.D.15,  page  IV.D.64).    Yet,  nowhere  in  the  DEIR  is  it  mentioned  how  many  dwelling 
units  will  need  to  be  produced  to  house  them.  Moreover,  no  figures  at  all  are  supplied 
on  how  many  units  will  be  needed  or  produced  for  the  years  1981  to  1990.    The  only 
detailed  discussion  of  future  housing  supply  is  to  be  found  on  pages  IV. D. 61-63.  This 
discussion  assumes  a  "most  likly  scenario"  of  housing  production  for  the  decade  1990 
to  2000.  This  discussion  is  based  on  a  series  of  assumptions  listed  in  Appendix  I(DEIR, 
VoU2,  ppI.1-33).    Appendix  I,  in  turn,  proves  to  be  yet  another  set  of  assumptions 
which,  simply  put,  assumes  that  the  more  people  drawn  to  the  city  to  work,  the  more 
housing  will  be  needed.    On  the.  production  side,  both  footnotes  43  and      (page  IV.D.93-4)||ii 
and  Appendix  I  place  total  reliance  on  the  figures  on  housing  production  co  be  found  in 
the  Residence  Element  of  the  Master  Plan  (dated  Janurary  1982).  D2  2 

According  to  this  discussion  of  the"most  likly  scenario"  for  housing  production,  the 
DEIR  assumes  that  some  13,000  to  13,500  units  will  be  produced  in  the  1990-2000  period. 
They  assume  the  following  breakdown  for  these  numbers: 

10,000  units         1000  units  a  year  "average  addition  to  housing  stock" 
200  units         as  produced  over  the  10  year  period  as  a  result  of  the 
C-3  "houisng  bonus"  of  the  Downtown  Plan 
2800-3300  units   over  the  lo  year  period  as  a  result  of  the  OHPP 
13-13,500  units  total 

Even  this  admittedly  partial  projection  is  groundless  and  hopelessly  optimistic.  It 
should  be  totally  revised  for  the  following  reasons;  D.2.2 

ONE:  The  most  likly  housing  scenario  is  based  upon  outdated  Department  of  City  Planning 
estimates.    The  DEIR  used  the  1982  Resident  Element  to  base  it's  projections.  However, 
in  May,  1984  the  DCP  issued  a  revised  Draft  Resident  Element  which  dramatically  reduced 
the  number  of  houising  units  projected  to  be  built  in  the  "mixed  residential  -commercial 
use  areas"  (see  Table  27,  page  1.24,  Draft  Residence  Element,  May,  1984,  DCP). 
The  1982  Residence  Element  assumed  a  total  of  some  26,000  new  units  to  be  built  in  the 
neighborhoods  surrounding  downtown(see  Table  26,  page  1.23).  The  May,  1984  document 
revises sthoes  projections  downward  to  some  16,000  units  (op.cit.);  a  reduction  of  some 
10,000  units  or  the  total  amount  assumed  by  the  DEIR  to  be  produced  as  an  "average 
addition  to  the  housing  stock"  as  noted  above.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the 
sub  areas  listed  in  the  revised  Residence  Element  with  the  greatest  loss  of  projected 
housing  (Tenderloin, 2000-4000  projected  "loss"  and  the  South  of  Market  with  a  8,000 
unit  loss)are  the  same  neighborhoods  listed  in  the  Downtown  Plan  as  being  subject  to 
loss  of  housing  as  a  result  of  the  expanding  commercial  office  development  projected 
by  the  Downtown  Plan.  B.4.2 

D.2.2 

TWO:  The  OHPP  projections  seem  to  be  counted  twice,  once  in  the  overall  "average  addition" 
(see  fourth  paragraph  of  Appendix  I,  page  1.16)  and  once  alone  as  the  "OHPP  bonus". 
Moreover,  there  is  some  confusion  on  the  way  the  DEIR  defines  an  OHPP  "unit"  of  housing. 
As  the  enclosed  study,  "A  CRITIQUE  ..."  points  out  (pages  3  and  7)  there  are  a  number 
of  ways  the  DCP  "counts"  OHPP  housing  units.    While  some  6,298  units  have  be  assesed, 
only  4,136  units  of  "credits"  have  been  awarded  developers.    Moreover,  these  units  of 
credit  actually  represent,  because  of  the  "bonus  system"  allowed  under  OHPP,.  some  2,304 
actual  housing  units.  Yet,  since  market  rate  units  are  allowed  under  OHPP,  the  number 
of  actual,  new,  housing  units  produced  by  OHPP  and  able  to  be  afforded  by  a  majority 
of  the  C-3  office  workforce  numbers  but  621  units.    In  order  to  accept  the  "most 
likly  scenario"  OHPP  projection  we  must  know  just  how  the  DEIR  preparers  counted  them. 

D.2.2 
D.5.1 
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THREE:  The  DEIR  uses  the  most  optimistic  projections  possible  of  the  ability  of  the 
City  to  build  new  housing.    While  Appendix  I  (page  1.16)  notes  that  only  620  units 
a  year  has  been  added  to  the  City's  housing  stock  (and  that,  given  the  existing  vacancy 
rate  and  the  fact  that  many  of  these  new  units  are  not  available  for  year 'round 
occupancy,  only  370  new  HOUSEHOLDS  were  added  to  the  City),  the  "most  likly  scenario" 
still  assumes  that  1,000  units  will  be  produced  per  yf jr.    On  what  basis  does  this 
projection  reflect  a  "best  estimate"  or  even  "most  li  ly"  estimate?    Nothing  in  the 
methodology  used  in  the  DEIR  supports  such  an  over  estimate,  let  alone  calling  it 
"most  likly".    The  May,  1984  Residence  Element  lists  that  for  the   period  of  1980-82 
inclusive,  a  total  net  addition  of  1,891  dwelling  units  occured  in  San  Francisco. 
That  is  an  average  of  630  new  units  per  year.  A  proportion  of  course  were  hotel  rooms, 
not  suitable  for  C-3  workers,  others  were  limited  to  either  seniors  or  low  income 
households.    On  what  data  does  the  DEIR  project  a  whopping  60%  increase  in  this  actual 
production  rate.  D.2.2 

D.3.1 

Taken  together,  the  actual  likly  scenario  for  housing  the  projected  C-3  resident  work- 
orce  would  look  something  like  this: 

19,443   actual  number  of  housing  units  needed  to  house  35,000  new 

workers  using  OHPP  housing/worker  formula  of  1.8  C-3  workers 
per  unit 

11,970   straight  line  projection  of  actual  net  housing  production 

of  630  units  per  year,  assuming  zero  vacancy  factor  and  that 
all  units  produced  are  residential,  not  hotel  units,  over 
19  year  period,  1981-2000 


-7473   net  housing  unit  deficiency  caused  by  Downtown  Plan  policies. 

D.2.2 
D.4 

FAILURE  TO  ADDRESS  C-3  WORKFOCE  HOUSING  AFFORDABILITY  NEEDS 

One  of  the  most  detailed  aspect  of  the  DEIR  analysis  of  housing  and  the  Downtown  Plan 
is  the  wealth  of  information  regarding  the  actual  housing  needs  of  the  C-3  San  Francisco 
workforce.    There  were  some  surprising  facts  in  this  analysis.    For  example,  the  DEIR 
states  (Table  IV. D. 3)  that  fully  75%  of  the  C-3  workforce  lives  in  multi-person 
households  and  that  33%  are  families  with  children.    Only  30%  live  in  single  person 
households.    Indeed,  C-3  workers  in  San  Francisco  live  in  larger  sized  households 
(2.5)  than  the  San  Francisco  average  (2.2),    Moreover,  fully  60%  of  the  San  Francisco 
C-3  workforce  live  in  households  which  average  less  than  $25,000  in  annual  income. 
Indeed,  the  DEIR  characterizes  the  C-3  San  Franciscan  worker  as  "primarily  renters 
with  lower  than  average  ages  abd  household  incomes"  (p. IV. D. 15).    Also  surprising  is 
that  the  C-3  worker  households  seem  to  stay  in  San  Francisco  longer  than  other  household 
Table  IV. D.4  states  that  C-3  worker  households  average  some  6.5  years  in  their  present 
location. 

The  data  cited  in  the  DEIR  seems  to  clearly  indicate  that  there  is  a  need  for 
affordable,  large,  rental  housing  units  to  meet  the  housing  needs  of  the  average 
C-3  office  worker.    But  there  is  not  one  word  of  analysis  on  how  that  need  is  to  be 
met.    This  is  a  gross  oversight  in  analysis  and  must  be  corrected.    The  evidence  is 
clear  that  the  type  of  housing  needed  by  C-3  workers  is<  the  exact  type  which  is  in 
the  shortest  supply  currently  in  our  City.    What  are  the  implications  of  that  type 
of  housing  not  being  supplied  in  San  Francisco?    This  important  aspect  is  also  left 
undiscussed  in  the  DEIR.  D.4 

D.3.3.6 
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THE  FAILURE  TO  ASSESS  IMPACTS  OF  LOSS  OF  HOUSING  OPPORTUNITY  SITES 

The  major  thrust  of  the  Downtown  Plan  is  to  shift  commercial  development  to  the 
area  south  of  Market  street,   yet  this  same  area  has  been  listed  on  various  DCP 
studies  as  the  location  of  various  housing  opportunity  sites.    The  DEIR  fails  totally 
to  even  address  the  existence  of  this  contr-diction,  let  alone  list  public  policies 
which  will  mitigate  the  harmful  impacts  of  such  a  loss.  A.4 

B.4.2 

This  oversight  is  even  more  surprising  when  one  realized  that  the  DEIR  itself  asserts 
that  in  future  there  will  be  a  shift  into  "the  eastern  portions  of  the  City"  of  the 
projected  new  workforce  residential  location  (  see  page  IV.D.36).    Just  where  in  the 
"eastern  portion  of  the  city"  will  these  new  workers  live  if  all  the  potential  housing 
sites  are  used  for  commercial  development  as  also  proposed  by  the  Downtown  Plan? 

D.2.2 

The  seriousiness  of  this  problem  can  be  seen  in  a  comparision  of  the  1982  Residence 

Element  with  the  post  Downtown  Plan    1984  version  of  the  Residence  Element.  The 

1982  document  lists  some  23  locations  for  "housing  opportunities  on  publically 

owned  land"  east  of  the  Van  Ness/Freeway  area  (see  Map  A,  p. 1.24,  1982  Residence  Element). 

Yet  the  same  Map  A  (p. 1.26)  of  the  1984  Residence  Element  lists  only  2  such  sites. 

B.4.2 

As  was  mentioned  above,  the  1984  document  also  assumes  a  dramatic  decline  in  the 
numbers  of  units  projected  to  be  built  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the  City  adjacent 
to  downtown.    The  1982  document  projected  some  120  housing  opportunity  sites  in  the 
commercial  zones  covered  by  the  Downtown  Plan  (see  MapB,  p. 1.25,  1982  Residence  Element). 
The  1984  document  omits  such  a  map  at  all.    The  1982  document  lists  some  11  "housing 
opportunity  sites  in  Industrial  zones"  in  the  area  covered  by  the  Downtown  Plan  (see 
Map  C,  p. 1.26).  The  1984  document  has  no  such  map  and  makes  no  such  listing.  B.4.2 

Comparing  the  1982  Residence  Element  with  the  1984  document  shows  a  loss,  as  noted  above, 
of  some  10,000  possible  units  on  these  missing  sites  in  areas  covered  by  the  Downtown 
Plan.    What  is  the  explination  of  this  reduction?   What  is  the  impact  on  the  Downtown 
Plan  of  this  reduction.    What  changes  does  this  loss  of  housing  opportunity  sites 
have  in  the  projection  that  the  eastern  portion- of  the  city  will  accomodate  the  expected 
new  C-3  office  workforce?    Why  isnt  the  loss  of  these  site  measured  and  discussed  in  the 
DEIR. 

B.4.2 

CONCLUSION 

The  DEIR  is  grossly  in  error  when  assesing  the  existing  supply  of  low  and  moderate 
housing  in  the  study  area.    It  understaes  the  housing  shortages  caused  by  the  Downtown 
Plan  policies.    It  does  not  assess  the  impacts  on  the  City's  total  housijng  stock 
of  this  shortage.    It  ignores  the  affordabili ty  needs  of  the  projected  office  workforce 
and  does  not, assess  the  loss  of  housing  opportunity  sites  cause  by  commercial  development 
pushed  southward  by  the   Downtown  Plan  development  policies.    By  understating  the  housing 
crisis  caused  by  an  overdevlopment  of  highrise  offices,  it  tends  to  also  understate  the 
impacts  of  that  development  on  transit  needs  and  other  impacts  of  this  growth.  D.2.2 

B.4.2  D.2.6 
D.3.1 
D.4 

D.  6 

E.  1 
E.2 

Submitted  for  the  Council  of  Community  Housing  Organizations  by  Calvin  Welch,  SFIC. 
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:an  Francisco  Information  Clearlnghoase 

409  Clayton  Street,  San  Francisco.  California  941 1 7  □  telephone:  (41 5)  863-6566 


CRITIQUE  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO'S  OFFICE  HOUSING  PRODUCTION  PROGRAM  WITH  REC0MME:iDATIONS 
OR  CORRECTIVE  ACTION  ~~~  ' 

D.6.1  (ENTIRE  DOCUMENT) 

cope  of  the  Critique 

le  first  objective  of  this  study  is  to  evaluate  San  Francisco's  performance  in 
jlfilling  the  mandate  of  the  Office  Housing  Production  Program.    The  focus  is  up.n: 

1.  Program  concept  and  uesign. 

2.  Performance  in  meeting  stated  new  and  affordable  housing  goals  and  relation- 
ship of  that  production  to  office  highrise  mitigation  obligations. 

3.  Managerial  und  administrative  performance. 

le  second  objective  is  to,  where  deficiencies  are  identified,  recoiniiiend  appropri  tte 
brrective  action. 

ita  Base  Constraints 

le  Department  of  City  Planning  (OCP)  has  overall  OHPP  management  responsibility. 
1  practice,  this  is  somewhat  shared  with  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Housing  and  Eccnoiiic 
jvelopment  (OHED) . 

ley  have  not  adopted  a  single,  standard  system  for  dala  collection,  analysis  and 
.^porting.    Progress  reports  are  haphazard,  employ  no  common  format  and  do  not  coi 
rehensively  treat  all  concerns  essential  to  an  informed  evaluation.    To  locat-  ail 
ijrtinent  data,  a  number  of  different  sources  must  be  consulted  and  these  can  be  mi- 
iMnplete,  contradictory  or  confusing. 

lis  situation  grants  the  Director  of  Planning  a  certain  information  monopoly;  no 
(itside  investigator  cao  produce  an  absolutely  uncia  ■  len.jiiable  report  on  CHPP.  Vec, 

le  data  base  utilized  Por  this  study  is  considered  ':o  be  suf f ic-'ent 'y  accurate  to 
jstify  the  major  -^-ndings. 

iformation  Sources 

' e  SFIC  consul  ted: 

1.  A  variety  of  OCP  and  OHED  reports  including  (various  dates):    O'lPP  Commitments 
to  Housing  Development;  Cumulative  Office  Development  in  Downtown  SF;  OHPP  Out- 
standing Requirements;  Status  of  Housing  Progress  Reports  Due  for  Office  2eve"!op- 
;  ers;  and  0"'''f'":ce  Deve"!opers    Housing  Obligations  &  Commitments. 

j  2.  Project  files  maintained  by  DCP  and  OHED. 

I  3.  Files  0^  i-he  C.^^cil  of  Community  Housing  Organ  ^dt^ons  (CCHO)  and  San  Fr-an- 
I  ciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth  (SFRG)  who  mon^'tor  all  publ'c  land  usi  planning  and 
i  community  develor,  i:ent  activities. 
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BACKGROUND 


Since  the  late  1970's,  CCHO  along  with  SFRG  has  insisted  that  San  Francisco's 
housing  crisis  stemmed  in  a  major  measure  from  the  demand  generated  by  new  office 
workers  drawn  to  the  City  by  the  explosively  rapid  development  of  highrise  office 
buildings. 

CCHO  and  SFRG  gave  hours  of  testimony  documenting  the  relationship  between  in- 
creasing rents,  gentrification,  conversions  of  affordable  rental  units  and  dis- 
placement and  the  unchecked  construction  of  highrise  office  buildings. 

While  t;)e  factual  base  of  the  housing  impact  of  highrise  office  buildings  came 
from  community  groups,  the  design  for  the  mitigation  process  that  resulted  -  the 
OriPP  -  is  totally  a  product  of  DCP  staff.    Community  suggestions  on  the  design  and 
operations  of  the  OHPP  were  rejected. 

In  accord  with  Interim  Guidelines  issued  by  DCP  on  January  22,  1982,  the  purpose 
of  the  OHPP  is  to  assure  "that  developers  of  new  office  buildings,  as  einployment 
generators,  share  the  responsibility  of  increasing  and  preserving  the  City's  hous- 
ing stock,  particularly  affordable  housing." 

The  OHPP  has  no  seperate  legal  status.    As  presently  constituted  it  is  a  "guide- 
line" of  the  Planning  Commission  (CPC).    Staff  applies  it  to  highrise  office  dev- 
elopments which  the  CPC,  through  the  Environmental  Impact  Review  (EIR)  process, 
has  determined  will  have  significant  negative  impact  on  the  City's  housing  crisis. 

DCP  staff,  in  reviewing  the  EIR  of  a  specific  office  proposal,  makes  a  determin- 
ation through  tne  application  of  a  formula  they  devised,  as  to  the  specific  num- 
bers of  new  workers  needed  to  be  housed  in  San  Francisco  and  the  number  of  new 
housing  units  needed  to  be  produced  to  house  them. 

The  formula  assumes  that  only  40%  of  the  new  workforce  for  a  project  will  need  to 
be  housed  in  San  Francisco.    In  round  numbers,  the  formula  posits  that  for  every 
1,800  square  feet  of  new  highrise  construction  one  new  housing  unit  must  be  built 
i  n  the  C  i  ^y . 

The  new  housing  demand  deemed  a  result  of  each  new  highrise  is  then  made  part  of 
the  final  EIR  for  that  project;  and,  as  a  condition  of  certification  of  the  final 
EIR,  the  developer  is  required  to  "mitigate"  that  housing  demand. 

Great  discretion  is  granted  to  the  Director  of  DCP  in  judging  just  what  constitutes 
sufficient  mitigation  to  satisy  each  OHPP  obligation.    Nevertheless,  the  intent  and 
charge  of  the  OHPP  is  quite  clear.    Downtown  office  highrise  developers  with  a 
housing  mitigation  obligation  must: 

1 .  Produce  new  and  affordable  housing. 

2.  Must  produce  the  exact  number  of  units  necessary  to  cover  the  known  demand 
of  new  employees  expected  to  reside  in  the  City. 
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FINDINGS 

I.  Overview 

The  SFIC  has  been  monitoring  the  OHPP  since  its  inception,  after  considerable 
community  advocacy,  as  a  mitigation  approach  in  1980.    In  November  1983,  in  res- 
ponse to  a  sketchy  OHPP  Ordinance  introduced  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  by  Sup- 
ervisor Renne  (as  drafted  by  OCP),  the  SFIC  determined  to  undertake  a  comprehens- 
ive evaluation  of  the  OHPP. 

The  study  considers  data  ci'rrant  to  the  first  quarter  of  1984.    During  the  period 
covered,  thirty  one  highn^js  were  assessed  with  a  housin    mitigation  obliaatiun 
jnd  fifteen  of  these  have  secured  final  approval  for  their  housing  production 
scheme  to  satisfy  that  obligation.    The  SFIC  considers  that  a  sufficient  base 
upon  which  to  make  the  following  major  findings: 

1.  There  is  a  demonstrated  need  for  the  OHPP  program  and  in  concept  it  is 
both  workable  and  appropriate. 

2.  It  suffers  from  critical  design  and  management  deficiencies  which  have 
prevented  the  OHPP  from  satisfactorily  meeting  its  stated  objectives. 

While  nearly  four  years  have  elapsed,  "less  than  half  of  the  o^'fice  projects  with 
an  OHPP  obligation  have  secured  approval  on  their  plans  for  meeting  that  require- 
ment,   uue  to  program  shortcjinmi ngs ,  these  will  actually  produce  only  about  half 
of  the  units  necessary  to  meet  the  known  housing  demand  generated  by  those  office 
projects  and  only  15%  of  this  production  reoresents  newly  available  and  low  and 
moderate  income  afr'ordable  housing. 

The  OHPP  has  not  only  failed  to  maximize  its  potential  for  replacing  scar-ce 
federal  housing  finance  funds,  but  has  failed  Co  meet  even  "linimal  performance 
standards.    Program  operations  are  characterized  by  a  closed  and  arbitrary 
"deal"  negotiation  process  and  those  housing  plans  having  final  approval  are 
marked  by  inequities. 

The  l?.ck  of  well  defined  guidelines  grants  great  program  control  to  the  Director 
of  OCP;  his  office  has  choosen  to  exc-rcise  that  authority  fully  and  t.;  is  muse 
accept  full  responsibility  for  the  failure  of  the  progrjM. 

II .  Performance 

A.  Implementation  Delays 

Chart  1  shows  that  of  31  projects  where  a  housing  mitigation  obligation  has  been 
assessed,  only  15  have  secured  final  approval  ^or  their  housir^j  production  scheme 
This  does  represent  65.6%  of  the  total  ■mousing  unit  demand  generated  by  dll  31 
projects  (see  Housing  Obligations  &  Com.,,:  tments  overall  data  at  end  of  Cr'ticue). 

Yet,  even  ^or  the  15  approved  projects,  there  -lave  been  significant  delays.  For 
example,    L^!ncoln  Properties'  101  Mission  project  secured  CPC  acproval  in  August, 
1981  but  did  not  receive  fnal  approval  for  its  mitiaation  scheme  until  November, 
1983. 

While  none  of  the  16  remaining  projects  has  secured  final  approval  (4  have  orel im 
inciy  approval),  for  a  majority  the  office  highrise  is  already  under  construction 
j Some  in  tdct  received  their  CPC  building  approval  as  far  back  as  1980  and  1931. 

As  managed  by  the  DCP,  the  OH°P  approval  system  is  subject  to  intoler,>^le  decilys. 
This  has  acted  to  defeat  the  stated  purpose  of  tne  pr-ogrdin.    It  is  hignV  lively 
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that  for  a  majority  of  projects,  the  office  highrise  will  be  completed  and 
occupied,  generating  an  immediate  housing  demand,  months  and  even  years  before 
the  housing  units  intended  to  meet  that  demand  are  available  for  occupancy. 

In  some  cases,  particularly  where  OHPP  has  been  used  as  "gap"  financing  (to  fill 
the  "hole"  in  the  financing  package  for  an  existing  development),  the  time  differ- 
ential may  not  be  as  great.    This  is  not  sufficient  to  mitigate  the  negative 
impact  of  the  cumulative  delay  of  all  projects;  in  any  event,  does  not  constitute 
a  solution  to  the  implementation  delays  experienced  by  the  program. 


Chart  1  -  Housing  Obligations  Compared  to  Production 


6,298  units 


Total  OHPP 
Obligations. 
(31  projects) 


4,136  credits 


Credits  awarded. 
(15  projects  with 
final  approval) 


2,304  units 


Actual  housing  units 
to  be  produced.  (15 
final  approval  projects) 


These  delays  are  basic  to  design  shortcommi ngs  in  the  OHPP  "guidelines".  While 
the  OHPP  formula  is  quite  specific  in  determini .'Uj  precise  housing  demand,  the 
Interim  Guidelines  are  quite  vague  in  specifying  satisfactory  mitigation  criteria. 
Thuse  determinations  are  left  to  the  Director  of  DCP  in  wfum  fina'  approval  auth- 
ority is  vested  as  well  as  such  critical  decisions  dS  the  setting  of  cash  contri- 
butions and  awardiri.j  of  credits. 

The  Director  of  DCP  has  further  personalized  the  process  by  requiring  that  devel- 
opers negotiate  directly  with  his  office    and  then  demonstrated  the  arbitrary  nature 
of  that  process  by  issuing  widely  varying  credit  and  contribution  determinations. 

The  system -then  requires  that  each  developer  undertake  an  additional  time  consum- 
ing negotiation  process.    This  involves  putting  together  the  housing  mitigation 
production  scheme.    Most  commercial  developers  are  not  also  residential  housing 
developers.    They  -'ust  thus  connect  with  a  housing  developer  and  carry  out  a 
lengthy  and  complex  process  to  close  a  development  deal.    This  has  required  the 
creation  of  new  legal  s*:ructures ,  the  consolidation  of  several  different  financing 
sources  and  agreement  amongst  a  number  of  different  public  and  private  sector 
parties . 

The  expeditious  implementation  of  an  OHPP  obligation  is  nearly  always  dependent 
upon  the  completion  of  two  p-^obleniatic  negotiations;  the  approval  of  the  Director 
o'"  OCP  for  both  deals;  and  the  usual  time  lag  involved  between  the  closing  of 
a  -..-dl  and  trie  actual  development  of  housing  available  for  occupancy. 
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Another  factor  contributing  to  implementation  communication  and  coordination  prob- 
lems, and  thus  delay,  is  that  the  Director  of  OHED  is  called  upon  to  help  put 
together  most  of  the  housing  "deals."    And  OHED  must  then  tailor  a  development 
to  fit  that  particular  OHPP  o'/iigation  need.    Since  there  are  a  very  limited  number 
of  applicable  housing  developments  available,  OHED/DCP  must  either  stretch  the 
rules  (issuing  extra  credits,  etc.)  or  simply  wait  until  the  ri'jht  project  comes 
along. 

B.  Methods  for  Expediting  Perfomidncv; 

The  negotiated  "deal"  process  should  be  eliminated.    Developers  should  have 

the  option  of  a)directly  developing  the  required  housing  themselves  or  b)  paying 

a  fixed  amount  into  a  City  housing  production  finance  pool. 

DCP's  role  in  the  entire  process  should  be  limited  to  permit,  EIR  and  OHPP  review. 
Performjpce  certifications  for  OHPP  would  come  from  OHED  who  will  operate  the 
finance  pool  (as  it  presently  does  for  the  successful  Site  Acquisition  and  City 
Mousing  Rehab  pools)  and  monitor  developer  compliance  when  they  undertake  housing 
deve I opment. 

III.  The  Credit  System  \ 
A.  The  Extra  Credit  Loophole 

Based  upon  a  scientific  analysis  of  the  impact  of  highrise  office  construction 
on  the  City's  .lousing  crisis,  the  OHPP  concludes  that  for  every  1.8  new  employees 
expected  to  reside  in  the  City  one  new  housing  unit  niust  be  produced. 

The  Interim  Guidelines,  however,  authorize  extra  housing  cradits.  Such  credits  can 
be  granted  for  each  "affordable"  unit  and  for  extra  bedrooms  in  a  unit.    A  developer 
could  finance  a  three  bedroom,  lower  incc.iie  unit  and  rfe:eive  four  credits  which 
can  be  directly  substitutes  for  four  real  demand  units  of  OHPP  obligation. 

Chart  1  demonstrates  the  counterproductive  impact  of  this  major  loophole.  The 
15  orojects  with  final  approval  of  thoir  housing  scheme  have  ueen  credited  with 
satisfying  4,136  units  ot  OHPP  obligation.    In  reality,  considerirnj  extra  credits 
awarded,  only  2,304  net  housing  units  w* ' 1  actually  be  assisted. 

While  the  OHPP  calls  for  one  for  one  production  to  cover  j  known  demand,  in  practiie 
only  55.7%  of  that  demand  w'll  actuary  be  met.    "^hus,  the  0H?p  has  in  fact  merely 
coniributed  another  1  ,832  units  to  the  de^^and  side  of  the  City's  demand  to  sunply 
imbalance  crisis. 

A  review  of  all  previous  credit  awards  uncovers  no  consistent  criteria  or  patttrp- . 
The  process  appears  to  be  quite  arbitrary.    And  the  substitution  of  housing  cre'^its 
for  actual  housing  units  known  to  bf-  need'?d  to  offset  a  defined  demand  results  in 
an  emphasis  on  making  deals  to  secure  credits  rather  than  in  Postering  the  straiulit- 
forward  provision  of  new  hous"'ng. 

Trammel -Crow,  Texas  developers,  so  impressed  the  Director  of  DCP  that  he  awarded 
them  one  extra  credit  each  for  on  site  condominiums  that  would  market  for  rrom 
^200,000  to  $3,000,000  apiece.    It  is  questionable  whether  these  condos  should 
[Count  for  even  one  credit  each;  at  that  incredible  price  and  considering  the 
in-office  location  they  are  likely  to  be  utilized  as  visiting  executive  accomodat- 
ions rather  than  as  permanent  housing. 
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The  message  to  developers  is  that  the  City  is  -ess  than  serious  with  complying 
with  the  intent  of  the  OHPP;  it  is  not  applied  in  an  equitable  and  predictable 
manner  across  the  board.    Credit  substitutions  also  totally  undermine  the  legal- 
ity of  the  program.    That  rests  upon  housing  data  certified  in  the  EIR  which 
is  expressed  in  terms  of  actual  housinn  units;  the  use  of  housing  credits  (which 
can  be  redeemed  with  varying  amounts  of  cash  contributions)  could  be  argued  to 
be  mere  "extortion"  of  developers. 


There  is  no  justification  for  the  use 


B.  Close  the  Credit  Loophole 

The  credit  system  should  be  eliminated, 
of  credits;  no  incentives  necessary. 

IV.  Developer  Contributions 

A.  Cost  per  Unit  of  Credit 

The  OHPP  does  not  specify  a  set  cc'itribution  per  unit  to  be  charged.    The  emphasis 
is  on  making  a  development  deal  for  a  noinber  of  units.    That,  alonq  with  gap  fi- 
nancing and  the  arbitrary  credit  system,  defies  contribution  standardization. 

CCHO,  based  upon  the  extensive  experience  of  its  housing  development  corporation 
membership,  concluded  that,  given  the  existing  costs  of  housing  finance  in  San 
Francisco,  it  requires  an  additional  $26,000  per  unit  to  write  down  costs  so 
that  the  unit  becomes  lower  income  affordable. 

Chart  2  -  Developer  Per  Credit  Contributions 


Project 

Total  Contribution 

Credi  ts 

Per  Credit  Cost 

Five  Fremont 

$  -0- 

564 

$  -0- 

(arranged 

353  Sacramento 

1 ,014,u00 

450 

2,253 

345  California 

II 

II 

II 

101  Mission 

500,000 

^80 

2,778 

160  Speai^ 

250 

-U- 

($700,000 

555  Monitjomery 

933,000 

155 

6,019 

580  California 

882,000 

147 

6,000 

One  Sansome 

3,072,000 

512 

6,000 

580  California 

588,000 

146 

4,027 

345  California 

500,000 

170 

2,941 

101  Montgomery 

2,440,000 

610 

^,000 

71  Stevenson 

II 

II 

II 

90  New  Montgomery 

II 

11 

•1 

Washi  ngton/Mont. 

-0- 

65 

on  site 

II          .  II 

410,000 

164 

2,j00 

2nd/Folsoi!e. 

3.500,000 

707 

4,950 

466  3ush 

-0- 

36 

-C- 

on  site 

Federal 

621,000 

162 

3,833 

Totals 

$14,460,000 

4,318 

$3,349 

Chart  2  shows  that  for  the  first  4,318  credits  awarded,  the  average  developer 
contribution  was  $3,349  per  unit  (median  of  $3,330  per  uniL).    What  must  be  kept 
in  mind  is  that  this  is  what  the  Director  of  DCP  "charged"  on  the  average  to 
developers  to  purchase  housing  "credits"  not  what  it  actually  v.ost  to  produce 
an  affordable  unit. 


The  ranje  is  quite  wide 


hree  developers  had  to  put  ud  $6,000  per  credit.  On 
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the  other  hand,  Milton  Meyer  &  Co,  for  Five  Fremont  Center,  contributed  no  funds 
whatsoever  in  receiving  564  credits.    They  simply  loaned  Hastings  Law  School  $50,000 
and  helped  them  to  get  in  touch  with  longer  range  financing  for  the  development 
of  accomodations  for  law  students.    Extra  credits  were  awarded  on  top  of  that. 

It  may  only  be  a  coincidence,  but  the  developer  in  that  case,  Walter  Shorenstein, 
is  known  to  have  considerable  influence  at  City  Hall.    That  fact  cannot  have  es- 
caped the  notice  of  other  developers;  provide  an  incentive  for  using  influence  to 
negotiate  for  the  cheapest  possible  deal  rather  than  placing  the  emphasis  on 
creatively  financing  the  greatest  possible  production  of  affordable  units. 

This  "backroom  deal"  system  also  introduces  an  unnecessary  element  of  uncertainty. 
With  the  floating  contribution  amount,  developers  cannot  cost  out  their  projects 
and  housing  developers  cannot  consolidate  their  financing  until  the  Director  of 
DCP  issues  his  decision. 

In  some  cases,  the  contribution  amount  is  simply  set  by  project  financing  need; 
gap  financing  to  meet  the  shortfall  in  an  existing  development  package.  This 
ray  move  along  some  stalled  projects,  but  it  results  in  inequities  between  OHPP 
developer  contributions. 

B.    Contributions  Should  Reflect  Actual  Housing  Costs 

Office  developers  with  an  OHPP  obligation  should  make  a  simple,  fixed  amount 
payment  into  a  housing  development  pool. 

The  amount  should  be  set  at  $12,000  per  unit  (and  no  credits  awarded).    This  is 
balf  the  amount  necessary,  with  market  financing,  to  produce  an  affordable  unit. 
Once  added  to  the  pool,  the  developer  contributions  wouid  be  matched  to  a  like 
amount  in  City  funds.    All  projects  promising  affordable  housing  could  seek 
financ^'ng  from  the  pool. 

V.  Impact  of  OHPP  on  the  Housing  Crisis 

A.  Production  Beneficiaries 

Based  upon  a  scientific  analysis  of  "^ousing  need,  the  OHPP  assumed  thai  all  units 
produced  would  be  newly  available  and  affordable. 

Chart  3  contrasts  the  2,304  housing  units  to  be  produced  by  the  first  15  ji.-proveJ 
OHPP  development  packages  (which  met.  ■:s  only  aoout  50,.  of  the  need  identified  for 
those  projects)  with  the  actual  type  of  the  housing  to  produced. 

Less  than  na'f  of  tnese,  1058  units,  ^rove  to  be  lower  income  affordable.  That 
is  defined  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Mousing  and  Urban  Development  as  being  no 
more  than  bC.  of  the  Standard  Metropolitau  Statistical  Area's  fredian  family  irc.<"ie 
(or  in  pruct'ce  no  more  than  $22,750  a  year  for  a  family  of  -nree,  517,700  per 
year  for  a  single  individual).    To  arrive  at  that  figure,  the  SFIC  eliminate]  as 
not  low  or  moderate  income  affordable  279  units  of  luxury  ho'jsing  (Trammel -Crows 
$3  million  condos  ^ ,  282  units  of  law  student  accomodations  and  685  n^oderate  units 
■iS  part  of  the  C'ity  /vffordable  Housing  bond  program  (loans  for  single  family 
purchase)  since  these  will  impact  mostly  on  hign  moderate  income  types  (3  person 
families  earning  up  to  $34,000  per  year). 

Most  importantly,  only  621  jnits  are  both  lower  income  affordable  and  constitute 
actual    new  additions  to  the  housing  stock.    This  includes  "gao"  financing  pro- 
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vided  to  four  different  elderly,  federally  subsidized  projects  and  the  300 
family  cooperatives  (Northridge)  developed  by  Catholic  Social  Services  in 
Bayview-Hunters  Point.    The  SFIC  .liminated  the  rehabilitation  of  public  hous- 
ing units  from  this  total  since  many  of  those  where  known  to  be  already  occupied 
and  the  amount  of  subsidy  indicates  only  minor  rehab  can  be  carried  out. 

Chart  3  -  OHPP  Impact  on  New  &  Affordable  Housing  Needs 


2,304  units 


i  1  ,058  units 


621  units 


Actual  Housing 
Units  to  be  Pro- 
duced. (15  projects) 


Lower  Income  Afford- 
able Units. (15  pro- 
jects) 


Lower  Income  Afford- 
able and  New  Units. 
(15  projects) 


So,  the  cumulative  impact  of  all  of  the  OHPP  shortcommings  has  been  to  so 
impair  the  program's  workability  that  of  the  actual  units  to  be  produced  only 
15%  meet  the  objectives  of  the  program. 

The  Lity's  annual  Community  Development  and  Housing  Assistance  Plan  estimates 
that  there  are  66,361  households  having  a  housing  assistance  need.    After  nearly 
four  years,  the  OHPP's  total  production,  available  to  those  lower  income  house- 
holds, comes  lo  less  than  1%  of  total  need. 

The  OHPP  is  not  in  fact  considered  as  part  of  the  Housing  Assistance  Plan. 
That  might  explain  why  it  has  had  little  bearing  upon  priority  housing  needs. 
The  HAP  determined  that  of  the  households  having  a  housing  need,  75.1%  were 
families  and  24.9%  elderly  persons.    Yet  the  uHPP  has  delivered    just  about 
the  opposite  quantity  of  its  affordable  units  to  the  elderly  (70.3%)  while 
ignoring  families. 

The  case  of  the  Pink  Palace  is  (demonstrative  of  those  priorities.    This  run  down 
public  housing  project  (Verba  Buena  Plaza  Annex)  had  211  family  units.    But  the 
media  and  the  Mayor's  Office  considered  it  the  locus  of  the  area's  high  crime  rate. 
Instead  . rehabing  the  structure  lor  corttinued  low  income  family  use,  0I1PP  funds 
were  used  Lo  convert  it  to  senior  housing  with  a  net  loss  of  13  units  (down  to  198). 
No  one  bothered  to  explain  how  frail  seniors  would  deal  with  the  area's  continued 
high  crime  rate;  but  Preston  Cook,  the  Mayor's  Housing  Authority  President,  expluined 
City  policy  for  poor  families  -  according  to  Cook  poor  families  v^ould  simply  have 
"to  go  somewhere  else." 

B.  A  Redirection  of  Priorities  is  Required 

In  order  to  mee*^  the  prior  t;y  need,  the  OHPP  must  require  that  all  units  Dro- 
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duced  be  in  accord  with  its  original  mandate  -  be  newly  available  and  low  and 
moderate  income  affordable  (as  defined  by  H.U.D.). 

To  guarantee  that  the  OHPP  is  consistent  with  and  complements  the  rest  of  the 
City's  housing  assistance  programs,  it  should  be  incorporated  into  the  HAP 
dnd  be  operated  by  a  City  nousing  experienced  entity  (OHEO). 


RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  CORRECTIVE  ACTION 

The  OHPP  has  neither  met  its  stated  objectives  nor  realized  its  unique  potential 
to  contribute  scarce  resources  for  the  development  of  affordable  housing. 

The  program's  deficiencies  are  not  ones  of  concept  or  workability.    They  are 
attributable  to  program  design  flaws  and  mismanagement.    The  OHPP  spells  ojt  far 
too  few  guidelines  and  assigns  far  too  much  authority  to  the  DCP.    Major  loopiio^cs 
act  to  defeat  the  very  purpose  of  the  program. 

This  critique  recommends  the  following  corrective  action: 

1.  The  OHPP  should  become  a  freestanding  Ordinance.    The  legislative  intent  must 
clearly  be  to  require  newly  available  and  lower  income  affordable  housing  to 

be  produced  in  the  precise  quantities  necessitated  by  office  generated  demand. 

2.  Income  limits  should  be  in  accord  with  the  upper  limits  established  by 
H.U.D.  for  moderate  income  persons. 

3.  DCP's  role  should  be  limited  to  permit,  EIR  and  OHPP  review. 

4.  The  credit  system  should  be  eliminated. 

5.  Negotiated  deals  will  be  eliminated  to  be  replaced  by  developer  options  to 
either  a)  pay  a  $12,  00  fee  into  a  City  housing  finance  pool  or  b)  undertake  to 
directly  develop  the  required  housing. 

6.  The  OHED  should  operate  the  affordable  housing  development  pool  and  monitor 
developer  compliance  when  they  undertake  direct  production.    Certification  of 
payment  or  production  would  be  forwarded  to  DCP.    T-^e  City  should  match  developer 
OHPP  contributions  to  the  pool  to  increase  finance  imoact  and  leverage  capjbility. 

7.  Final  OHPP  housing  approvals  must  be  sub^oct  to  a  public  hearing  and  be 
approved  by  a  vote  of  the  CPC. 

8.  The  OHPP  should  be  incorporated  into  the  HAP  and  je  operated  in  accord  with 
projected  lower  income  household  needs. 


189 


OHPP  HOUSING  OBLIGATIONS  &  COMMITMENTS 


Developer  and  Project  Housing 
 Obi igation 


Walter  Shorenstein  -  Five  Fremont  550 

-  123  Mission  307 

Westldke  -  901  Montgomery  56 

353  Assoc.  -  353  Sacramento  212 

Citicorp  -  One  Sansome  512 

Trini  ty  -  1145  Market  96 

Perini  -  25  Jessie  89 

Amalgamated  Mgt  -  185  Berry  150 

Lincoln  Prop  -  101  Mission  180 

"       "     -  33  New  Montgomery  189 

Vintage  Prop.  -  160  Spear  250 

International  Land  -  455  Market  130 

Lawrence  Lau  -  555  Montgomery  155 

Amerisport  -  1155  Market  115 

Gerald  Mines  -  580  California  230 

Norland  Prop.  -  345  California  532 

-  135  Main  231 

Cahill  Const.  -  101  Montgomery  211 

Campeau  Corp  -  333  Bush  452 

Trammel  Crwo  -  Washington/Mont.  210 

Harper  Group  -  252  Tow^send  54 

Ueringer  Dev  -  1660  Mission  152 

Marathon  -  2nd  and  Folsom  618 

Southern  Pacific  -  201  Soear  233 

Honorway  Invest.  -  388  Marke';  84 

Frank  Alioto  -  250  Pine  86 

Firehouse  II/Tai  -  456  Bush  79 

SF  Federal  -  SF  FedenM  Bldg.  155 

Highfield  Corp  -  71  Stevenson  298 
"    -  90  New  Montgomery  110 

Braerer  Holdings  -  600  Harrison  20.' 
Totals  6,928 
Less  extia  credits 


Credits  Actual  Units  Gross 

Awarded  Projected  Contribution 

564  282  -0- 

212  450  %]  .014,000  sli.r 

512  625  3, 071.',  000 

180  60  500, QUO 

250  228  -0- 

155  share  Citicorp  933,000 

293  share  Citicorp  882,000 

73  58:5,000 

408  share  353  Assoc/share  353  Assu 

85  500,000 

610  (13)*  2,440,000 

65  33  on  site 

164  82  410,000 

707  300  3,500,000 

36  18  on  site 

155  81  621,000 

share  Catii  1 1          !"ie  same 

II         II  II  II 

A  ,  J iT  2 , ToT'  $147460  ,00u' ' 

_J_75 

4,13b 


*211  family  units  converted  into  198  senio»  uriits  ^or  net  ""oss  of  13  overall. 
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SUE  C.  HESTOR 

Attorney  at  Law 
870  Market  Street,  Rm.  1121 
San  Francisco,  CA  94114 
(415)  362-2778 
552-2194 


June  4,  1984 


Office  of  Environmental  Review 
Department  of  City  Planning 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco  CA  94102 


COmENTS  ON  DOWNTOWN  PLAN  EIR 


1.  At  the  hearing  before  the  Commission  I  indicated  that 
there  was  insufficient  information  on  impediments  to 
traffic  flow  during  rush  hours  due  to  accidents,  spills, 
construction  problems  etc.     Readily  available  should  be 
the  American  Automobile  Assn.  reports  that  are  made 

at  least  during  rush  hours  to  local  radio  stations. 

They  note  such  information  as  chemical  spills  on  the 

Nimitz  requiring  rerouting  of  traffic,  the  amount  of 

time  delay  at  the  Bay  Bridge  toll  plaza,  etc.  As 

a  similar  constraint  on  traffic  you  must  take  into  account 

traffic  generated  on  the  regional  freeway  system  by 

developm.ent  occurring  in  other  counties,  especially  in 

eastern  Contra  Costa.     Please  factor  in  those  projects 

into  the  transportation  analysis.     Finally,  am  rush  hours 

are  just  as  important  as  pm  hours  for  traffic  coming  E  1  3 

into  the  city.     Please  explain  in  detail  the  length  of 

the  rush  hour  and  the  current  conditions  on  the  regional     E.  1.4.2 

freeway  system.  E.3.1 

2.  The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  rises  or  falls  on  the  sufficiency 
of  the  information  in  the  base  document,  Downtown  Transit 
Improvement  Program,  Working  Paper  I,  Projection  of 
Long-Range  Transportation  Demand,  May  19  82.     That  document 
makes  economic  projections  as  to  office  development  over  the 
next  20  years.  B.1.1   B.I. 4. 2 

B.I. 2  E.2.2.2 

a)  Please  explain  in  detail  the  qualifications  of  Chi-Hsin 

in  making  economic  projections.  E  1  1  2 

b)  If  Shao  is  not  himself  an  economist,  please  explain 
the  testing  of  his  methodology  by  reputable  economists. 

E  •  1  •  1  •  2 

c)  Use  of  Standard  Industrial  Claiif ications  is  questionable. 
For  example,  how  do  you  explain  the  dramatic  increase 
between  1977  and  1978  in  "mining"  -  from  1,420  to 
33,283  in  San  Francisco.     Is  that  not  an  example  of 

how  vulnerable,  rather  than  reliable,  that  data  is. 
Similarly  how  do  you  explain  the  astounding  number  of 
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B.1.1 

manufacturing  workers  —  52,084  —  at  a  time  when  the  B.I. 4.2 
DCP  claims  that  such  jobs  are  virtually  non-existent  in  b.1.4.3 
San  Francisco?  E.I. 1.2 

d)  What  other  jurisdictions  follow  the  methodology  used 

in  this  report  to  make  projections  of  increase  in  B.I 
commercial  office  space?    What  other  EIRs  of  consequence 
have  used  this  methodology  outside  of  San  Francisco? 

E.1.2 

e)  How  can  you  justify  the  assumption  that  "San  Francisco 
will  grow  at  the  same  rate  as  it  has  without  relation 

to  the  growth  patterns  of  the  Region?"  B.I 

B.2.1 

f)  San  Francisco  has    been  going  through  a  building  boom 
in  the  past  several  years.     Why  are  20-year  patterns 
more  correct  than  a  constantly  revised  5-year  pattern? 
For  example,  many  regional  planning  agencies  constantly 
do  5-year  plans,  updating  and  dropping  the  oldest  year 
and  adding  a  new  one,   for  each  plan.     As  a  result 
weird  one  year  variations  are  evened  out  in  each  5-year 
plan,  while  at  the  same  time  trends  are  more  easily 
picked  up.     Revise  the  projections  based  on  5-year  data 
through  19  83,  the  year  for  which  you  should  have  the 

most  accurate  data.  B.I 

g)  If  this  methodology  is  correct,  please  test  it  for 
other  periods.     1920  -  1939  to  project  1940  -  1959, 
1930  -  1949     to  project  1950  -  1969,  1935  -  1954  to 
project  1955  -  1974,  1940^-  1959     to  project  1960  -  1979. 
Do  the  numbers  still  work: 

B.1.3  E.I. 1.1  E.1.2 

h)  In  general  the  economic  projection  model  seems  extraordinarily 
simplistic.     Please  explain  why  much  more  subtle  factoring 
did  not  occur.     This  approach  reminds  me  of  the  "gold  bugs". 
Why  not  simply  make  projections  based  on  any  other 

single  factor,  such  as  interest  rates,  an  index  of  o  t  -t 

instability  of  foreign  economies,  etc.?  B.1.1 

B.I. 2 

i)  There  is  no  explanation  of  the  component  of  the  SIC 
categories.     Is  Standard  Oil  all  lumped  together  under 
"mining"  in  Appendix  B?     Do  you  contend  that  there  were 

'    34,000  MINERS  in  San  Francisco  in  1979,  or  were  they 

OFFICE  WORKERS.  B.I. 4.2 

j)  Omitted  from  this  simplistic  formula  is  any  accounting 
for  the  role  of  flight  capital  in  the  San  Francisco 
economy.     Please  explain  the  role  of  Canadian  and  Texas 
money  in  high-rise  office  construction  in  the  past  5  years. 
Also,  the  number  of  buildings  which  are  financed  through 
off-shore  partnerships,  joint  ventures,  corporations. 
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as  well  as  money  that  appears  to  be  coming  here 
from  Hong  Kong  and  other  areas  with  unstable 
economies.     Do  these  developers  have  the  same 
bottom  line  on  investment,  i.e.  expect  same  rate  of 
return  on  investment,  or  are  there  other  factors 
involved,  such  as  just  ge^tting  their  money  out  of 
a  shaky  economy  and  invested  somewhere  else.  B.I. 4. 2 

B.I. 4.4 

3.  You  have  incorporated  by  reference,  as  near  as  I  can  tell, 
virutally  all  of  the  Downtown  EIR  Consultant's  Report,  especially 
the  appendices. 

a)  Please  transcribe  all  comments  on  all  "hearings", 
whether  formally  hearings  or  not,  going  back  all 
the  way  to  the  Scoping.     Please  provide  answers  to 
all  comments.     I  am  hereby  incorporating  by  reference 
all  comments,  whether  written  or  oral,  on  the  Downtown 
EIR.  S.1.2 

b)  When  the  Downtown  EIR  was  presented  last  year,  SFRG 
attempted  to  get  copies  of  related  studies  that  were 
done  as  part  of  that  report,  but  were  told  that  they 
were  confidential  and  would  not  be  released  to  the 
public.     In  particular  that  includes  a  study  done  on 
increased  land  values  by  lot-by-lot  surveys,  to  figure 
the  profit  margin  when  new  office  construction  occurs. 
You  must  now  release  any  and  all  studies  done  in 
conjunction  with  the  Downtown  EIR,  since  you  are  attempting 
to  grandfather  that  data  and  conclusions  into  this 
document.     Please  make  all  documents,  all  correspondence 
between  the  Department,  the  consultants  and  the  sponsor 

of  the  Downtown  EIR,  as  well  as  all  drafts  and  minutes, 
available  to  the  public.     Please  contact  me  about       o  i  ^ 
reviewing  them  at  your  office.  •  f"*^ 

9. 1.1 

4.  Both  the  Downtown  EIR  and  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  rely  on 
projections  of     )84  traffic,  transit,  etc.  rather  than  doing 
surveys  of  the  actual  conditions  in  1984,  or  in  1983  when  this 

EIR  was  prepared.     Has  any  of  this  been  tested  to  see  how         r  i  ^  i 

accurate  the  projections  were.  Ill 

E.1.2 

5.  The  MUNI  has  not  done  an  actual  count  of  riders  for  about 
5  years.     How  do  you  know  the  data  you  use  for  MUNI  in  any  way 
approaches  reality?  E  2  2 

6.  Buildings  listed  as  on  line  in  1984  are  not  actually  open 
at  this  time,  or  will  not  be  fully  occupied.     Does  your  1984 
data  factor  in  that  reality.     For  example,  160  Spear  will  open 
about  early  1985.     It  is  in  your  list.  B.1.1 

7.  The  list  of  projects  and  when  they  came  on  line  is  not 
totally  helpful.     What  factor  did  you  use  to  put  a  building  into 
a  certain  year?     initial  temporary  permit  of  occupancy,  full 
rental,  final  certificate  of  occupancy?    For  each  of  the 
buildings  listed  since  1965,  please  provide  information  on  when 
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the  building  was  approved  by  the  City,  to  enable  a  projection 

of  when  buildings  already  approved,  but  not  on  the  list,  will 

be  coming  on  line.     How  many  square  feet  have  been  approved 

since  your  list  (which  includes  buildings  on  line  in  1984) 

was  prepared?     Please  add  in  Olympia  &  York,  all  redevelopment 

projects  currently  under  construction  or  for  which  exclusive 

negotiating  rights  have  been  granted.     The  total  is  a  substantial 

amount  of  the  TOTAL  amount  you  have  projected  to  1999. 

If  the  buildings  already  approved,  adding  those  under  environmental 

review,  all  proceed,  and  construction  proceeds  within  the  usual 

3-year  period,  how  much  development  will  be  left  to  occur 

before  the  end  of  the  century,  given  your  methodlogy.  ARE 

YOU  PROJECTING  A  DEPRESSION  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO?     HOW  ELSE  CAN 

YOU  ACCOUNT  FOR  THE  DRAMATIC  DROPOFF  IN  CONSTRUCTION?  Does 

the  development  community  and  the  construction  industry  agree 

with  this  projection?    Why  is  a  boom  and  bust  cycle  healthy 

for  San  Francisco?    Why  would  it  not  be  more  reasonable  to 

spread  out  development  over  a  longer  period,  if  it  is  needed 

at  all  and  the  City  is  able  to  accommodate  the  new  workers, 

so  that  there  is  an  evening  out  of  demand  of  construction 

workers,  construction  goods  and  stresses  on  the  City?  B.1.1 

8.  You  have  already  received  from  SFRG  copies  of  our  critiques 
on  the  Downtown  Plan   (yellow  cover)   and  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR 

(tan  cover) .     Please  consider  them  comments  on  the  DTP  EIR.        S.I. 2 

9.  I  have  already  submitted  to  the  OER  the  acid  rain  study 
done  by  UC  Berkeley,  Institute  of  Governmental  Studies,  Public 
Affairs  Report,  12/82  no.  6  -  Acid  Rain  and  Ecological  Damage: 
Implications  of  Sierra  Nevada  Lake  Studies.     Please  factor  into 
the  cumulative  air  quality  analysis  the  problems  outlined  in 
that  study,  i.e.  the  pushing  eastward  of  bay  area  air  problems 
into  the  fragile  Sierra  ecology.  1.6 


You  have  much  more  extensive  comments  submitted  separately 
by /Other  SFRG  members. 


Sue  C.  Hestor 


p.s.     My  afternoon  Examiner  has  an  explanation  of  a  commute  from 
STOCKTON  as  the  Phantom  Commuter.     Your  explanation  of 
traffic,  housing,  etc.  needs  to  take  into  account  the 
increasing  radius  workers  in  SF  use  to  look  for  affordable 
housing  as  near-in  locations  don't  provide  it.  This 
affects  traffic,  transit,  air  quality  and  housing  demand, 
not  to  mention  agricultural/housing  competition  for  cheaper 
land.     Additionally,  it  threatens  recreational  open  space 
areas.  B.6 


Siijcerel^,  "V 
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RECEIVED 


JUN  4  1984 

CITY  &  COUNTY  OF  S.F. 

DEPT.  OF  CITY  PLANNING 


P I  an n  i  n q  Comm i  s b i  on 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,    Ca.  94102 

Comments  on   the  Draft   EIR  -for   the  Downtown  Plan 


WHY  DOES- NT   THE   DEIR  ADDRESS   THE  EFFECTS  OF   DEVELOPMENT  AND 

VEHICLE  EMM ISS IONS  ON  PEOPLE  WITH  PULMONARY  DISEASE:^  2.1 

There  are  millions  of   Californians  who  su-f-fer   -from  Pulmomarv 

Disease.    There  are   35  million   Americans   with   Asthma.    Assuming  10'/. 

of   the  population   lives   in  California  then   there   are  more  than   3  |  2 

million   asthmatics   in  California. 


The  DEIR  does  not   address  the  effect   of   vehicle  emmissions  on 
p6?destrians  and  people   in   the  area  of   traffic   congestion   and  gridlock:. 
It   should   and  must   since  people  with   asthma  or   other  Pulmonarv 
Disease  often   find   i:hemselves   in   a   life  threatning   situation  if 
breathing  becomes  difficult   because  of    irritants   in   the  air  thev 
are?  forced  to  breath. 


It    is   inadequai:e   to   pass   the  the   BUCK   and   answer    that   this   is  the 

responsible  of   the   local    Air   Quality  Board.    It   is  also  the 

r  e?sponsi  b  i  1  i  t  y   of    the   local    government   to  provide   a   clean  and 

s  a  f  e  e  n  v  1  r  •  o  n  iti  e  n  t   for   its  people. 


WHY  DOES 'NT  THE  DEIR  RECOMMEND  AN  ANNUAL  LIMIT  ON  1  HE  AI-IOUNT  OF 
OFFICES  THAT   CAN  BE   BUILT    IN  SAN  FRANCISCO? 


The  analysis  of   the  problems  associated   with   office  construction 

over   the  last   decade  has  addressed   a   limit   on   the  amount   of  P.I 

offices  that   should  be  permitted.    Why   is'nt   a   limit  recommended 

as  a  mitigation  measure? 

WHY  DOES^NT  THE  DEIR  ADDRESS  THE  EFFECTS  OF  OFFICE  CONSTRUCTION 
ON  THE  CAPACITY  OF  MUNI   RAILWAY  VEHICLES?' 


The  criteria  for   Muni    bus  capacity   is  43  passengers  seated   and  24 
standing.    This   is  the  maximum  capacity  of   a  bus  according   to  the 
method   of   analysis  used   in   the  DEIR.    I   have  riden   the  38   line  for 
20  years  and  can   testify  that   the  38  bus   is  often   1 osded   with  55 
to  60  people   standing   —   this   is   a   more   than   a  ^507.  increase 
above  the  criteria   used    in   the  DEIR.     The   DEIR   should   state  how 
tht?   City   plans   to   reduce   this   tremendous   crowding    and  overloading 
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o-f   public  transit.    I  can  provide  data  on  the  actual   vehicles  — 
date,   time,    vehicle  number,   number  o-f  passengers  at  certain  E.2.2 

points  —  if   the  DCP  or  MUNI   wishes  to  check  or   question  my  E.2.2  1 

survey  figures.  E  6  2  1 

WHY   DOES ^ NT  THE  PLAN  AND  DEIR  PROVIDE  FOR  A  RECOMMENDATION  F-OR 
RECREATIONAL  FACILITIES   IN  NEW  OFFICE  BUILDINGS? 

A  few  have  provided  recreational   and  exercise  facilities.  The 

PLAN  should  contain  a  requirement  that  all   new  offices  contain 

such  amenities  without  given  any  bonus  to  the  developer.  B.6 

WHY  DOES' NT  THE  DEIR  ANALYSE  THE  POSSIBILITY  OF  TOXIC  WASTES 
BEING  FOUND  DURING  CONSTRUCTION? 


Many  of   the  old   industries  used  chemicals  —  paint  manufacturers 
and  others  — -  in  the  South  of  Market  area.    The  DEIR  shold  address 
this  and  the  possibility  that  toxic  wastes  exist  and  have  to  be 
considered  as  a  potential   hazard   in  the  future. 
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THE  FOUNDATION  FOR  SAN  FRANCISCO'S  ARCHITECTURAL  HERITAGE 


June  1,  1984 


Dean  Macris,  Director 
Department  of  City  Planning 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

RE:  EE81.3. 

Dear  Mr.  Macris, 

Enclosed  for  your  consideration  are  Heritage's  comments  on  the  DEIR  for  the 
Downtovm  Plan. 

With  the  exceptions  mentioned  below  and  explained  in  the  attachments,  Heritage 
agrees  with  and  supports  the  DEIR  and  its  findings.     However,  we  have  only 
evaluated  those  parts  of  the  DEIR  that  pertain  to  the  Preservation  Chapter  of 
the  Plan,  and  other  controls  that  might  impact  upon  architecturally  or  histori 
cally  significant  buildings  or  their  environment. 

We  commend  the  staff  and  consultants  involved  in  the  preparation  of  this  repor 
which  is  probably  a  landmark  in  the  planning  and  environmental  professions  for 
its  thorough  assessment  of  a  very  complex  plan  for  a  large  area  of  the  City. 

Please  incorporate  our  oral  comments  on  the  DEIR  of  April  26th,  and  our  letter 
to  the  Department  dated  January  10  and  April  25,  1984  on  the  Downtown  Plan  and 
Planning  Code  Changes,  with  these  comments. 

1.      The  major  lessons    of  the  DEIR  for  preservation  of  the  City's  archi- 
tectural heritage  are  that: 

a.  Less  than  one  third  (1/3)  of  all  buildings  with  architectural  or 
historical  significance  rated  by  Heritage  (A,  B,  or  C)  are  encourag- 
ed to  be  protected  by  the  Plan.     Only  one  fifth  (1/5)  are  required  t( 
be  preserved. 

b.  There  will  be  no  reduction  in  the  rate  of  demolition  of  such  build- 
ings, as  a  result  of  the  Plan,  only  a  shift  of  the  threat  from  the 
most  significant  buildings  to  the  contributory  buildings. 

c.  The  supply  and  demand  relationships  for  TDR  show  that  the  TDR  in- 
centive alone  is  unlikely  to  preserve  contributory  buildings. 
Stronger  controls  over  demolition  of  Category  III  and  IV  buildings 
are  needed  to  preserve  the  character  of  Conservation  Districts  and 
these  structures. 
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d.      The  implementation  measures  of  the  DoT^mtown  Plan  are  insufficient 
to  carry  out  the  plan  objectives  for  Conservation  Districts 
and  the  goals  to  balance  economic  growth  with  preservation  of  the 
past  character  of  the  Downtown.     For  example: 

Plan  objective  (p.  65):     "Past  development,  as  represented  by 

both  significant  buildings  and  by  areas  of  established 

character,  must  be  preserved.     The  value  of  these  buildings 

and  areas ,  becomes  increasingly  apparent  as  more  and  more 

other  buildings  are  lost,"  and  C.1.1 

p.  74  Conservation  Districts:     "Buildings  of  somewhat  lesser 
quality  than  those  required  to  be  retained  take  on  an  increased 
importance.     These  buildings  help  create  a  setting  that  re- 
inforces and  compliments  the  qualities  of  the  more  significant 
areas,  and  their  own  attributes  are  more  apparent  and  appreciat- 
ed." C.1.1 

2.  Problems  of  the  Proposed  Plan  TDR  Policies,  identified  by  the  DEIR; 

The  proposed  Transfer  of  Development  rights  provisions  of  the  Downtown 
Plan  and  Planning  Code  are  very  important  to  the  success  of  the  Plan's 
preservation  element.     However,  the  purpose  of  the  TDR  is  to  help  in 
preserving  significant  and  contributory  buildings.     It  is  not  necessary 
to  compensate  owners  for  reduced  zoning  potential  or  restrictions  on 
architectural  resources.     The  DEIR  demonstrates  that  TDR  alone  x^ill  not 
preserve  contributory  buildings,  because  of  the  following  problems: 

a.  The  supply  of  TDR  from  subarea  1,  6,  and  2  are  too  large  to  be 
absorbed  within  each  subarea  and  the  special  development  district. 
Prices  for  TDR  in  1  and  6  are  likely  to  be  too  low  to  cause  preser- 
vation. C.1.1 

b.  The  sellers  of  TDR  from  other  subarea  (C-3-G/C-3-S)  will  have  an 
unfair  windfall  by  being  able  to  sell  in  Special  Development 

District.  C.1.1  C.2.1 

c.  Contributory  buildings  are  unlikely  to  be  preserved  by  the  TDR 
incentive  unless  the  existing  structure  occupies  most  of  the 
available  FAR,  or  unless  the  Planning  Commission  retains  the 
discretion  to  deny  demolition  of  such  buildings  on  a  case-by- 
case  basis. 

3.  Limits  of  and  Inaccuracies  in  the  DEIR  Analysis: 

We  believe  that  the  methods  of  analysis  and  assumptions  used  by  the 

DEIR  consultants  have  seriously  underestimated  the  number  of  contributory 

buildings  that  will  be  demolished  as  a  result  of  the  permissive  policies 

in  the  Downton  Plan.  C  1  2 
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a.      The  consultant's  and  staff's  assumptions  are  not  provided  in  the 

DEIR,  and  they  should  be.     However,  in  conferring  with  the  consultants 
we  have  learned  that  buildings  occupying  more  than  2/3  of  their 
allowable  zoning  and  sites  less  than  10,000  square  feet  in  size  were 
not  considered  as  "opportunity  sites",  where  the  structures  would  be 
considered  threatened.     We  also  learned  that  in  Conservation  Districts 
the  lowered  height  limits  were  assumed  to  remove  structures  from  the 
threat  of  demolition."    Numerous  examples  exist  throughout  the  down- 
town that  invalidate  these  assumptions  as  dependable  rules  for 
estimating  numbers  of  buildings  that  are  likely  to  be  demolished. 
A  more  dependable  analytical  process  is  necessary  to  obtain  more 
accurate  estimates. 


C.1.2 


o        Buildings  occuping  more  than  2/3  of  the  allowable  FAR  on  the 
Downtown  have  been  the  subject  of  some  of  the  most  bitterly 
contested  development-preservation  disputes,  including  the  City 
of  Paris,  the  Fitzhugh  Building,  the  California  Pacific  Building, 
and  others . 

o        Numerous  building  sites  of  less  than  10,000  square  feet  have 

been  highly  sought  by  developers  and  are  now  built  or  in  final 
stages  of  approval,  including: 

-  Washington/Battery  Building  -  4656  sq.  ft. 

-  466  Bush  Street  -  5675  sq.  ft. 

-  Proposal  next  to  Notre  Dame  des  Victoires  in  500  block 

of  Bush  Street  -  1911  sq.  ft.  C.1.2 

o        Several  buildings  in  some  of  the  most  restrictive  height  limit 
areas  of  Conservation  Districts  could  more  than  double  their 
buildable  floor  area  by  demolishing  existing  contributory 
structures,  including  most  of  the  structures  in  the  Front  Street 
Conservation  District.  C.1.2 

b.      Several  different  estimates  of  the  number  of  architectural  resources 
expected  to  be  demolished  under  the  Downtown  Plan   are  given 
Estimates  of  the  Summary,   (I-H-1) ,  the  Impact  Section  (IV-14-25) , 
and  the  TDR  effects  discussion  (IV-B-71)  are  inconsistent  with  other 
estimates.     (See  estimates  attached).  /*  < 

4.      The  DEIR  demonstrates  that  improvements  in  the  Downtown  Plan  implementing 
measures  are  needed  for  effective  preservation: 

Alternatives  should  be  described  in  the  EIR  that  would  adjust  provisions 
of  the  Plan  and  ordinance  to  preserve  contributory  buildings,  and  improve 
the  TDR  system,  as  discussed  below: 

a.  The  Planning  Commission  should  retain  conditional  use  authority  to 
approve  or  deny  demolition  of  contributory  buildings  (category  III 
and  IV)  on  a  case-by  case  basis.  C.2.2 


199 


-4- 


b.  TDR  transfers  should  be  limited  to  within  the  same  zoning  districts 
except  for  transfers  from  C.3.0  and  C.3.R,  which  should  be  permitted 
to  C.3.0  (SD) .     Transfers  from  C.3.G  and  C.3.S  should  not  be  permit- 
ted to  C.3.0  (SD) .     This  change  would  help  the  market  for  TDR's 

from  C.3.0  and  C.3.R  districts.  C.2.1  Y.I 

c.  The  gross  floor  area  of  existing  significant  and  contributory  build- 
ings in  C.3.0  and  C.3.R  districts  should  be  calculated  in  the  same 
manner  as  new  buildings  under  Code  Sections  102.8  and  102.10  through 
102.15,  for  TDR  purposes.     For  example,  additional  FAR  should  be 
tranferable  from  existing  buildings  if  the  ground  floors  of  such 
buildings  are  devoted  to  convenience  retail.  H.4.2 

d.  The  existing  space  in  significant  or  contributory  buildings  devoted 
to  cultural,  educational  or  recreational  uses  available  to  the 
general  public  (as  in  Code  Section  102.8  (b) (15)) should  be  excluded 
fr  -1  TDR  transfer  calculations  from  such  sites,  especially  for 

ci  -ches  and  other  non-profit  owned  buildings.  Additional  TDR  from 
such  sites  will  compensate  for  rehabilitation  tax-benefits  unavail- 
able to  tax  exempt  organizations.  H.4.2 

e.  The  base  allowable  FAR  in  C-3-G,  C-3-S  and  C.3.0(SD)  districts  should 

be  reduced  by  the  same  general  proportion  that  base  FARs  in  C-3-0 

and  C-3-R  have  been  reduced  (28  to  40%) .    We  recommend  that  the  base 

FAR  in  C-3-G  should  be  6:1  (40%  reduction)  and  base  FAR  in  C-3-S 

should  be  5:1  (28%  reduction),  and  base  FAR  in  C.3.0(SD)  should  be  5:1 

(28%  reduction).  i.  -  * 

n.4.2 

District  Basic  FAR  %  Reduction  From  Existing 

C-3-0  10:1  28.6 

C-3-R  6:1  40 

C-3-G  6:1  40 

C-3-S  5:1  28.6 

C-3-0(SD)  5:1  28.6 

These  reductions  would  substantially  reduce  the  supply  of  TDR  available  to  the  SD 
District  by  about  million  square  feet,  help  maintain  a  reasonable  price  for  TDRs 
in  all  subareas,  and  would  treat  all  property  owners  in  the  downtown  zoning 
districts  equally.  C.2.1 

We  hope  you  will  give  serious  consideration  to  making  these  changes  in  the  Plan 
and  ordinance  to  preserve  the  character  of  Downtown  San  Francisco,  and  the  avail- 
ability of  the  TDR  system.  S.1.1 

Sincerely  yours, 

H^.  Grant  Dehart,  AIA,  AICP 
Executive  Director 

cc:     George  Williams 
Toby  Rosenblatt 
Planning  Commissioners 
Heritage  PPC 
Alec  Bash 
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SUMMARY  OF  ESTIMATES  FOR  BUILDING  DEMOLITION 
DOWNTOWN  PLAN  EIR 


Existing  Buildings  (Table  IV-H-3) 
1.     Heritage  and  Landmarks 


Heritage  A 
Heritage  B 
Heritage  C 
National  Register 
or  City  Landmarks 

TOTAL 

Downtown  Plan 


Subarea  1 
47 
84 
188 

17 
336 


Subarea  2-7  Total 


83 
212 
775 

14 
1084 


130 
296 
963 

31 
1420 


Summary 


1420 


II. 


Category  I 
Category  II 

Subtotal  significant 

Category  III 
Category  IV 

Subtotal  contributory 


TOTAL  DEPARTMENT  OF 
CITY  PLANNING 

%  of  Heritage 
Estimates  of  Demolition  -  DEIR 


229 
37 

226 

22 
197 

219 


485 
34.1% 


485 


C.3.1 


1.  Summ.ary  (I-H-1) 

Categories  I-IV 
1984-1990  —    Significant  and  Contributory  Buildings: 
1990-2000  —    Significant  and  Contributory  Buildings; 

TOTAL 

2.  Impacts   (IV-H  25-29) 


43 
41 


1984-1990 


Subarea  1 
43 


Subarea  2-7 
7 


Category  I 
Category  II 
Category  III 
Category  IV 

Subtotal 

1990-2000 


5 

15 


24 


Category  I 

Category  II 

Category  III 

Category  IV 

TOTAL  THREATENED  (A,B,J) 
rCTAL  CATECCRY  I-IV 


Total 
50 


39 
'  0 
1 
3 
4 


84 


Summary 


39 
13 
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TDR  supply/demand  effects   (IV-B  71-72) 
Likely  to  be  retained: 

o    Sites  with  few  or  no  TDRs 

40%  of  contributory  buildings   (.40  x  266): 

o    Buildings  least  likely  to  be  retained 

10-15%  of  contributory  buildings   (.10-15  x  266) 

o    Remaining  buildings   (some  would  be  demolished) 
35-50%  of  contributory  buildings: 

If  it  is  assumed  that  1/2  would  be  demolished: 


TOTAL  CONTRIBUTORY  ASSUMED  TO  BE  DEMOLISHED, 
(Category  III  and  IV) : 
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SPECIFIC  COMMENTS  ON  DOWNTOWN:  EIR 


I.  Summary 

I.H.  The  Summary  of  Architectural  Resources  to  be  demolished  does  not  agree 
with  the  impacts  Section  IV  H-25  or  the  TDK  description.     All  estimates 
are  low  because  the  assumptions  for  "opportunity  sites"  are  invalid. 

C.I. 2  C.3.1 

Alternatives  are  incomplete.     The  EIR  should  describe  sub-alternatives 

or  variations  on  the  Downtown  Plan,  e.g.  preservation  of  all  "A"  and 

"B"  rated  structures  and  "C"  rated  structures  in  conservation  districts, 

controls  for  Conservation  uistricts  covering  all  National  Register 

eligible  Historic  Districts  (see  Splendid  Survivors);  and  Planning 

Commission  conditional  use  review  of  demolition  of  contributory 

structures.  C.2.2 

IV.     Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts: 

Figure  III. 2,   (p.  III. 13) 

The  Height  and  Bulk  Districts  proposed  by  the  Downtown  Plan  and  deliniated 
in  the  DEIR  appears  to  be  different  than  those  being  used  by  the  Planning 
Department  in  project  reviews.     The  665  Bush  Street  proposal  has  been 
claimed  to  be  in  a  240  foot  height  limit  zone  and  outside  of  the  Conser- 
vation District  and  the  Department  staff  have  reported  that  130  feet  will 
be  the  allowable  height  for  the  212  Stockton  Project.     If  the  DEIR  has 
inaccurately  reported  the  height  and  bulk  districts  it  will  lead  to  mis- 
leading and  inaccurate  public  responses  to  the  Downtown  Plan  and  DEIR.  H.4.1 

Chart  A  and  B  (P.  III. 14)     The  height  and  bulk  limits  proposed  by  The  Plan 
should  remain  in  effect  as  described  in  the  DEIR.     Modifications  to  these 
controls  in  response  to  proposals  from  the  business  community  for  20% 
height-tapering  increases  and  increases  of  floor  area  size  and  diagonal 
dimensions  should  be  avoided.     Adverse  public  reaction  to  very  large  build- 
ings south  of  Market  will  jeopardise  the  acceptability  of  the  TDR  system 
and  therefore  threaten  the  Preservation  Policies  of  the  Plan.  H.4.1 

IV.B.37,  Paragraph  ]  claims  that  the  Plan's  policies  are  effective  in  pre- 
serving the  existing  scale,  character  and  significant  buildings,  and  there- 
fore small  buildings  with  the  most  remaining  development  potential.  Due 
to  limited  authority  to  deny  demolition,  this  statement  would  not  be  true 
for  contributory  buildings  north  of  Market  in  sub-areas  1  and  6,  or  the 
character  of  areas  with  large  groupings  of  such  buildings.     For  example, 
virtually  all  of  the  Front  Street  Conservation  District  is  likely  to  be 
demolished  and  replaced  by  75'  high  buildings.  C.1.1 

IV.B.39,  Paragraph  1  says  "it  will  take  time  for  owners  of  historic 
buildings  to  evaluate  the  effect  and  permance  of  the  preservation  policies 
in  deciding  whether  to  sell  TDRs . "    I^Jhile  this  is  probably  true,  it  indi- 
cates that  the  supply  of  TDR  to  the  market  may  be  controlled  rather  than  a 
"flood  on  the  market,"  but  it  also  means  that  the  threat  to  significant  and 
contributory  buildings  will  remain  even  if  the  Plan  is  enacted. 

C 1 . 1 
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IV. B. 59-60:     The  discussion  of  spill-over  effects  of  the  Downtown  Plan 

should  indicate  that  many  architectural  resources  in  these  spill-over 

areas  will  be  threatened  by  Downtown  Plan  policies,  and  protection  policies 

need  to  be  incorporated  into  future  sub-area  plans.  C.1.1 

IV.B.65:     Transferable  Development  Rights.     The  statement  "At  any  particular 
time  the  demand  for  and  supply  of  TDR  would  be  in  'balance'"  should  be  clar- 
ified.    This  does  not  mean  that  sellers  of  TDR  will  have  the  incentive 
to  retain  contributory  buildings  if  not  required  to,  in  all  sub-areas, 
because  some  owners  would  receive  less  value  for  TDR  than  for  site  re- 
development, especially  in  sub-area  1.  C.1.1 

—  60-65%  of  TDR  would  come  from  significant  buildings 

—  4-5%  from  open  space  sites;  and 

—  30-35%  from  contributory  buildings  (including  non-rated  buildings 
in  Conservation  Districts  3,  4  and  5).     This  compares  to  the  following  dis- 
tribution of  buildings  in  the  C-3  zoning  districts. 

Category  I  and  II  —  significant  (266) ,  or  55% 

Category  II  and  IV  —  contributory  (219),  or  45% 

"A"  rated  buildings  ~  130,  or  9.3% 
"B"  rated  buildings  —  296,  or  21.2% 

Total  "A"  and  "B"      —  426,  or  30.5% 

"C"  rated  buildings  ~  963,  or  69.2% 
Other  city-rated        —      4,  or  .  3% 

Total  1,393  buildings  100%  <  < 

If  Category  III  and  IV  buildings  or  "C  rated  buildings  are  generally  dis- 
tributed equally,  and  of  the  same  size  as  more  significant  buildings,  the 
TDR  supply  percentages  might  imply  that  significant  buildings  are  supplying 
a  disproportionate  amount  of  TDR  because  their  owners  have  no  choice  (per 
Sanger  findings).     It  might  also  bear  out  the  finding  that  a  large  per- 
centage of  contributory  buildings  would  be  demolished  rather  than  trans- 
ferring unused  development  rights.  C  1  1 

IV.B.67:     "The  comparisions  of  supply  and  demand  indicate  that  overall 
demand  alone  is  unlikely  to  be  strong  enough  relative  to  supply  to  create 
strong  incentives  for  preserving  contributory  buildings,  the  retention  of 
which  is  not  required."    This  is  a  key  finding  supporting  the  need  for 
other  alternatives  than  those  discussed  in  the  DEIR.     The  Department  should: 

—  ^.equire  preservation  of  contributory  buildings  on  a  case  by  case 

basis  or  as  with  significant  buildings.  C.2.2 

—  Decrease  the  supply  of  TDR  through  further  reductions  in  base  FARs. 
(This  would  also  serve  to  reduce  other  impacts  of  the  Plan,  e.g.,  transit, 
sunlight,  housing,  etc.)  C.2.2    H.4.1  Y.I 

—  Restrict  TDR  transfers  to  sub-area  2  only  from  sub-areas  1,  2  and  6. 

C.2.1  Y.I 

—  Reduce  height  and  bulk  limits  in  all  sub-areas  except  2  to  reduce 
the  gap  between  allowable  development  on  sites  of  contributory  buildings 

and  space  in  existing  buildings.                                                               C.2.1    H.4.1  Y.I 
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IV.B.69:     Since  "Builders  of  projects  in  sub-area  1  could  afford  to  pay  the 
highest  prices  to  purchase  TDR,"  (IV.B.69  para  .3)  unclassified  "C"  rated 
buildings,  in  the  300  block  of  Pine  STreet,  on  buildable  sites  are  likely 
to  all  be  demolished.     If  owners  of  contributory  buildings  are  permitted 
to  demolish  contributory  buildings  in  advance  of  building  proposals  (re- 
moving the  cause,  cited  in  Section  128  (c)(1)),  these  buildings  will  be 
able  to  receive  substantial  increased  density  through  TDR  and  will  be 
demolished.     This  block  of  Pine  should  be  in  a  Conservation  District. 


C.2.1 


IV.B.71:     The  most  likely  contributory  buildings  to  be  retained  are  those 
with  few  or  no  TDR  to  sell  (roughly  40%  according  to  the  DEIR) .  However, 
considering  the  per  square  foot  rent  difference  (about  $14/sq.  ft.)  between 
new  and  old  buildings  in  sub-area  1,  the  higher  market  demand  for  north  of 
Market  sites  for  corporate  image  and  the  desire  for  more  efficient  build- 
ings, even  buildings  utilizing  close  to  their  available  FAR  are  vulnerable 
to  demolition.     (Examples:    Niemen-Marcus ,  Fitzhugh)  C  1  2 

IV.B.75:     The  statement  that  the  "TDR  program  would  provide  a  means  of 

compensating  the  o\imers  of  significant  buildings  for  the  required  retention 

of  their  property"  should  be  removed.     TDR's  as  compensation  for  regulations 

and  FAR  reductions  is  not  legally  required,  they  are  only  a  planning  tool 

for  shifting  development  and  preserving  buildings.  r»  o  «» 

IV.H.25:     Projects  losses  of  50  resource  buildings  ("A",  "B"  and  "C") 

in  the  C-3  districts  by  1990,  and  an  additional  39  or  89  by  2000  is  very 

close  to  the  summary  amounts  (p.  I-H.l)  for  expected  losses  of  significant 

or  contributory  buildings,  or  84  buildings.     This  would  mean  that  only  five 

unclassified  contributory  buildings  outside  of  the  Conservation  Districts 

(of  the  total  908  such  buildings  (1393  -  485)),  would  be  demolished  before 

2000.     This  small  number  is  unrealistic  and  challenges  the  credibility  of 

the  above . estimates .     These  figures  do  not  agree  with  the  summary,  or  the 

discussion  of  the  TDR  in  prior  sections  of  the  report.  <  o        o  -i 

Table  IV. H. 3:     This  clearly  indicates  that  most  buildings  to  be  lost 
before  1990  will  be  in  sub-area  1,  due  to  weak  policies  controlling  demoli- 
tion of  contributory  buildings.     Between  1990  and  2000  the  highest  number  of 
demolitions  is  also  in  sub-area  1,  but  other  sub-areas  combined  have  a 
higher  total.     These  estimates  are  too  low,  because  the  assumptions  used  for 
identifying  "opportunity  sites"  are  invalid.  C  1  2     C  3  1 

IV.  H.29:     "The  greatest  numbers  of  vulnerable  architectural/historical 
resources  would  be  concentrated  in  the  downtown  office  district."  This 
finding  should  justify  more  direct  demolition  controls  to  save  the  remain- 
ing architectural  fabric  of  the  north  of  Market  area,  consistent  with  the 
intent  of  the  Downtown  Plan.  ^  ^ 

V.  13.6:     Other  ways  to  reduce  supply  and  increase  demand  for  TDR  should 

be  discussed,  such  as  limiting  transfers  from  G.3.G,  and  C.3.S  and  reducing 
base  FAR's  in  C.3.G,  C.3.S  to  6:1,  and  5:1  and  in  C.3.0(SD)   to  5:1. 

C.2.1    H.4.2  Y.1 
These  mitigation  measures  should  be  adopted  in  the  revised  Plan  and 
Ordinance.  S.I. 2  Z.1 
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Ilitigatlon  measures  to  preserve  contributing  buildings  shouxd  be  discussed, 
including  retention  of  conditional  use  review  by  the  Planning  Commission 
to  deny  demolition,  based  on  tests  for  the  replacement  structures  as 
identified  in  Heritage's  Preservation  Stratey  for  Downtown  San  Francisco. 
(Sanger)  C.2.2 

VII  Alternatives: 

Other  sub-alternatives  to  the  Downtown  Plan  should  be  discussed,  such 

as  those  identified  in  the  cover  letter  and  Heritage's  prior  correspondence 

of  January  10  and  April  25,  1984. 

C.2.3 

A  sub-alternative  to  the  Preservation  policies  should  review  the  effect 
of  strengthening  Planning  Code  Article  10  and  making  the  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board  a  stronger  regulatory  agency,  with  its  own 
professional  staff.  C  2  3 
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THE  FOUNDATION  FOR  SAN  FRANCISCO'S  ARCHITECTURAL  HERITAGE 


April  25,  1984 


George  Williams 

Department  of  City  Planning 

450  McAllister 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  George: 

Enclosed  are  Heritage's  comments  on  the  draft  ordinance  changes  to  implement 
the  Downtown  Plan.     These  comments  were  reviewed  by  our  Preservation  Policy 
Committee  and  Law  Committee  on  April  18.  Z.I 

Our  comments  also  reflect  our  concerns  about  and  recommendations  for  changes 
in  the  Plan,  especially  in  light  of  the  Downtown  EIR  information  on  the  con- 
tinuing threat  to  the  contributory  buildings  and  the  supply  and  demand  iribalance 
between  subareas  1  and  6,  and  subarea  2.  S.1.2 

In  general,  we  think  the  ordinance  is  very  well  drafted  and  is  responsive 
to  the  concerns  about  the  Downtown  Plan,   and  the  process  for  reviewing  altera- 
tions to  significant  and  contributory  buildings,   communicated  in  earlier 
correspondence.  '.  8.1.2 

In  addition  to  our  comments  on  the  ordinance,  we  recommend  for  your  considera- 
tion the  attached  comments  by  Nancy  Shanahan,  Attorney  for  the  National  Trust 
for  Historic  Preservation.     While  there  may  be  some  redundancy,  we  have  sought 
to  avoid  comments  on  points  that  Nancy  has  made  very  clearly. 

Our  primary  problem  with  the  current  draft  of  the  ordinance  is  a  substantive 
difference  in  policy  over  the  preservation  of  contributory  buildings  in  Con- 
servation Districts  (Category  IV) ,  and  other  contributory  buildings  (Category 
III)  outside  of  Conservation  Districts.  C.1.1 

The  DEIR  on  the  Plan  clearly  documents  that  these  structures  will  not  be 
preserved  by  the  TDR  incentives  alone.     Unless  more  contributory  buildings 
are  preserved  by  the  Planning  Commission  through  retaining  discretion  to 
deny  demolition,   the  historic  character  and  older  architectural  fabric  of 
the  Conservation  Districts  and  much  of  the  downtown  will  be  lost.  WTiile 
the  scale  and  quality  of  new  architecture  within  these  areas  night  be  con- 
trolled,  the  loss  of  43  buildings  before  1990  and  an  additional  40  buildings 
by  the  year  2000  will  represent  an  irreplaceable  loss  of  the  character  of 
the  Conservation  Districts.     This  result  would  be  ccr.trary  to  the  policies 
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expressed  in  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  implementing  ordinances. 

C.1.1  C.1.2 

In  order  to  assure  that  the  preservation  purposes  of  the  Plan  are  carried  out 

in  a  more  equitable  manner,  we  recommend  the  following  key  changes  to  the 

Plan  and  ordinances:  S.I  Z.1 

1.  The  Planning  Commission  should  retain  conditional  use  authority 
to  approve  or  deny  demolition  of  contributory  buildings  (Category  III  and 

IV)  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  C.2.2 

2.  TDR  transfers  should  be  limited  to  within  the  same  zoning  districts 
except  for  transfers  from  C-3-0  and  C-3-R,  which  should  be  permitted  to  C-3-0  (SD) , 
e.g.,  transfers  from  C-3-G  and  C-3-S  should  not  be  permitted  to  C-3-0(SD). 

This  change  would  help  prevent  the  market  for  TDRs  to  be  used  in 

C-3-0 (SD)  from  being  flooded  with  lower  priced  development  rights,  and  would 

help  preserve  the  value  of  significant  and  contributory  building  sites  in 

C-3-0  emd  C-3-R  districts.  C.2.1    H.4  Y.I 

3.  The  gross  floor  area  of  existing  significant  and  contributory  build- 
ings in  C-3-0  and  C-3-R    districts  should  be  calculated  in  the  same  manner 

as  new  buildings  under  sections  102.8  and  102.10  through  102.15,  for  TDR 

purposes  (i.e.,  additional  FAR  should  be  transferable  from  these  sites  if 

ground  floor  areas  are  devoted  to  convenience  retail)  .  1^ 

4.  The  base  allowable  FAR  in  C-3-G  and  C-3-S  districts  should  be  re- 
duced by  the  same  general  proportion  that  base  FARs  in  C-3-0  and  C-3-R  have  been 
reduced   (28  to  40%).     We  recommend  that  the  base  FAR  in  C-3-G  should  be  6:1 
(40%  reduction)  and  base  FAR  in  C-3-S  should  be  5:1   (28%  reduction). 

C.2.1    H.4.2  Y.I 

These  reductions  would  substantially  reduce  the  supply  of  available  TDR, 

help  maintain  a  reasonable  price  for  TDRs  in  all  subareas,  and  would  treat 

all  property  owners  in  the  downtown  zoning  districts  equally.     The  current 

proposal  treats  some  property  owners  unevenly  from  district  to  district, 

giving  C-3-G  and  C-3-S  owners  an  unfair  advantage  because  of  lower  reduction 

of  their  development  potential,  and  a  higher  value  for  their  TDR  (because 

they  can  be  sold  in  the  higher  value  C-3-0 (SD)  district).  C.2.1  Y.I 

Based  on  your  consultant's  estimates  of  available  TDR  from  the  C-3-G  and  C-3-S 

use  districts   (3.84  mil.  sq.  ft.),  our  recommended  reduction  in  base  FARs  in 

these  districts  could  reduce  the  supply  of  available  TDR  by  about  1  million 

squcure  feet,,  or  about  9%  of  the  total  11.2  million  square  feet  from  all 

subareas.  C.2.1 

When  combined  with  recommendation   (3)   above,   such  an  adjustment  in  the  supply- 
demand  relationship  for  TDRs  in  subareas  should  make  the  preservation  and 
TDR  policies  of  the  Downtown  Plan  more  effective  and  equitable. 

We  enclose  other  detailed  comments  on  the  proposed  ordinance.  C.2.1  S.I. 
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We  commend  you  and  your  legal  consultants  for  an  excellent  joh  of  drafting 
the  proposed  ordinance.     We  hope  you  and  the  Planning  Commission  will  give 
serious  consideration  to  our  comments  for  further  improving  the  Plan  and 
ordinance. 


Sincerely  yours. 


cc:    Dean  Maoris 

Toby  Rosenblatt 
Planning  Commissioners 
Marc  Mihaly 
Roger  Boyer 

Linda  Recht,  Recht  Hausrath 

Heritage  Preservation  Policy  Committee 

Heritage  Law  Committee 


H.  Gremt  Dehart,  AIA,  AICP 
Executive  Director 


Ic 
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SPECIFIC  COMMENTS  —  DOWNTOWN  PLAN  DRAFT  PLANNING  CODE  CHANGES 

Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage 
April  25,  1984 


1.  Section  102.8:     Changes  exclude  exterior  structural  elements  and 
walls  from  floor  area  calculations  in  C-3  zoning  districts.     If  this  change 
applies  to  FAR  calculations  for  existing  buildings,  there  will  be  more  TDR 

to  tramsfer  from  significant  buildings,  and  more  floor  area  developable  on  receiver 
site.     This  should  increase  TDR  availcible  from  eligible  sites.  Existing 
structures  should  be  treated  the  same  as  new  construction  for  TDR  purposes, 
especially  from  C-3-0  and  C-3-R  use  districts.  H.4.2  S.' 

Z.1 

2.  Section  102.10:     In  residential  districts  and  in  C-3-G  and  C-3-S 
the  FAR  ratios  do  not  apply  to  dwellings.     In  these  areas,  housing  would 

be  allowed  in  excess  of  the  base  FAR  up  to  the  height  and  bulk  limits  on  the 
site.     If  receiver  site  owners  must  pay  high  prices  for  TDR  for  non-residen- 
tial use  above  base  FARS,  high  income  market  rate  housing  may  compete  for  the 
TDR  demand  from  historic  buildings.     The  housing  competition  may  reduce  the 
effectiveness  of  the  TDR  market,   jeopardizing  more  contributory  buildings, 
particularly  where  the  rate  of  return  on  high  income  housing  approaches  the 
rate  of  return  on  office  use  when  the  price  of  TDR  is  included  in  the  invest- 
ment price  for  office  only.     We  do  not  believe  that  the  housing  needs  of  San 
Francisco  are  being  served  by  extremely  expensive  highrise  housing  over  office 
buildings  in  these  use  districts.     Such  housing  should  not  be  allowed  to 
compete  for  TDRs  from  historic  structures.     Therefore,  housing  should  be  in- 
cluded in  FAR  calculations  in  C-3-G  and  C-3-S  use  districts.  q  2, 

3.  Section  102.11  -  102.15:     Changes  in  FAR  calculations  with  exemp- 
tions for  window  bays,  ground  floor  circulation,  ground  floor  retail,  child 
care  and  cultural  or  educational  uses  will  limit  the  effectiveness  of  base  FAR 
reductions  (proposed  in  the  Plan)   for  saving  architecturally  significant  buildings. 
These  exemptions  from  FAR  calculations  should  be  allowed  for  existing  buildings 

fcr  TDR  purposes.     The  exemptions  measuring  overall  FARs  should  be  offset  by  further 
reductions  in  the  base  FAR  for  the  C-3-G  district  to  6:1,   and  the  C-3-S  to  5:1. 
In  the  absence  of  further  reductions,   the  imbalance  between  existing  buildings 
and  allowable  FARs  will  continue  the  economic  incentives  to  demolish  signifi- 
cant and  contributory  buildings.  C  2  1    H  4  2  Y 

4.  Section  124,  Table  1:     We  recommend  the  following  changes  to  Basic 
Floor  Area  Ratio  limits,   for  the  reasons  explained  in  our  cover  letter  and 
comments  on  102.11-15,  above: 

District  Basic  FAR  %  Reduction  From  Existing 

C-3-0  10:1  28.6 

C-3-R  6:1  40  H.4.2    S.I. 2    Y.I  Z 

C-3-G  6:1  40 

C-3-S  5:1  28.6 

C-3-0(SD)  6:1  14.3 
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5.  Section  125   (new):     The  meaning  and  wording  of  this  section  is  very 
unclear.    We  presume  it  is  intended  to  prevent  lot-mergers  with  non-signif icant 
buildings  in  lieu  of  TDR,  to  maintain  demand  for  TDR  from  significant  build- 
ings.    We  support  this  proposed  change,  with  clearer  language.  8  12    Z  1 

6.  Section  127,  TDR:     TDR  may  be  allowed  from  landmarks  outside  of  C-3 
districts  to  adjacent  lots.     This  eliminates  TDRs  from  non-landmark  sites  as 
currently  permitted  to  adjacent  sites.     Such  TDRs  would  have  to  be  approved 

on  a  case-by-case  review.     Heritage  supports  this  change.  e  i  o    t  < 

7.  Section  128,  TDR  in  C-3  districts:     TDR  is  transf ere^ile  as  a  matter 
of  right  from  significant  or  contributory  buildings,  landmarks,  and  non-con- 
tributory buildings  in  Conservation  Districts  3,  4,  and  5,  subject  to  condi- 
tions in  subsection   (c) .     TDR  is  allowable  for  creation  of  open  space  so  long 
as  the  park  will  not  result  in  demolition  of  significant  or  contributory 
buildings.     The  ordinance  should  add  designated  landmarks  to  this  qualifier, 

or  should  clarify  that  all  designated  landmarks  are,  by  definition,  significant 
buildings.  S.1.2  Z.1 

(c)     Limitations  on  TDR: 

o    Shall  be  in  the  same  C-3  district  or  to  C-3-0(SD):  this 
should  be  changed  to  prevent  transfer  of  TDR  from  C-3-G  and  C-3-S  to  C-3-0(SD) 
to  retain  values  of  TDR  from  C-3-0  and  C-3-R  properties;  TDR  should  be  trans- 
ferable to  C-3-0 (SD)   from  eligible  sites  in  C-3-0,  C-3-R  and  C-3-0 (SD)  only. 

C.2.1  H.4.2 

o    Construction  on  the  development  lot  shall  not  result  in  the 
demolition  or  alteration  of  another  contributing  or  significant  building. 
Unless  the  Commission  retains  the  right  to  deny  demolition  of  contributory 
buildings,  the  cause  of  the  demolition  cannot  be  tied  to  the  TDR.  Owners 
have  the  right  to  demolish  without  Commission  approval,   in  advance  of  transfer 
of  development.     This  should  be  changed  to  prevent  TDR  to  sites  of  contribu- 
tory or  significant  buildings,  and  designated  landmarks,   identified  in  the 
Plan  (whether  or  not  the  construction  of  a  new  building  is  the  cause  of  demo- 
lition) .  Q  2.1  C.2.2 

o    The  development  must  conform  to  the  height  and  bulk  require- 
ments on  the  receiver   (transferee)   site.     These  height  and  bulk  limits  should 
not  be  so  permissive  as  to  create  major  site-specific  impacts  on  the  receiver 
site,   such  as  loss  of  sunlight,  pedestrian  and  auto  congestion,  etc.  If 
impacts  are  excessive,  public  reaction  to  the  first  large  buildings  to  re- 
sult from  TDR  transfers  could  jeopardize  the  TDR  system,   and  undermine  tne 
preservation  policies  of  the  Plan.  H.4.1 

8.  Section  128(d)(3):     The  documentation  of  TDR  transfers  should  require 
permanent  restrictions  on  the  site  to  prevent  future  demolition,   in  the  event 
of  increases  in  zoning  densities  or  changes  in  zoning  policy. 

S.1.2 

9.  Section  243:     Financial  area  special  development  districts:  Add 
preservation  of  landmarks  to  the  purpose  for  the  transfer  of  unused  develop- 
ment to  the  SD  district.     This  section  should  more  clearly  define  what  eligible 

transferee  and  transferor  sites  are  and  -heir  location.  ^        «  ^ 

S.1.2  Z.I 
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10.  Section  133:     The  Department  should  consider  imposing  other  manda- 
tory setbacks  above  the  base  of  buildings  on  other  streets  than  those  identified 
in  Table  2,  in  order  to  preserve  the  scale  and  character  of  existing  streets, 
and  to  reduce  the  impacts  of  new  structures  where  large  new  development  will 

be  permitted  south  of  Market.  ^  ^    H  4  2 

11.  Section  243:     Add  after  contributory  buildings  in  line  6,  "or 
designated  city  landmarks."     A  description  of  the  location  of  the  C-3-0(SD) 

district  is  needed.  g  2  1 

12.  Section  309:     the  relationship  of  the  Design  Review  Process  to  the 
review  of  alterations  to  significant  and  contributory  buildings  under  Section 
11  should  be  explained.     This  process  should  also  weight  the  architectural, 
historic  and  environmental  values  of  existing  contributory  buildings  against 
those  of  replacement  structures  on  sites  of  contributory  buildings,  particu- 
larly if  the  Planning  Commission  retains  discretionary  or  conditional  review 
to  approve  or  deny  demolition  of  such  structures  as  we  have  recommended. 
Appeals  of  the  Director's  decisions  by  the  Lamdmarks  Board  should  not  be  de- 
clined by  the  Commission,  but  should  be  heard  in  public  hearings.  S  1  2    Z  1 


13.     Article  11:     The  findings  and  purposes  of  Section  1101  should  in- 
clude historic  values  in  each  subsection. 


S.I. 2  Z.1 


14.  Section  1102.1(b):     The  eligibility  of  proposed  buildings  for  desig- 
nation should  be  studied  by  either  the  Planning  Director  or  Landmarks  Board 

by  staff  or  consultants  qualified  in  matters  of  historic  preservation  and 
architectural  history.  S  1  2    Z  1 

15.  Section  1102:     Should  contain  an  introductory  explanation  that 

all  significant  and  contributory  buildings  in  C-3  districts  have  been  evaluated 
by  the  Department  utilizing  criteria  of  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places,   after  evaluation  and  rating  by  independent  evaluators,  and  therefore 
are  considered  to  have  architectural,  historical  and  environmental  signifi- 
cance individually   (Categories  I,   II  and  III) ,  or  as  a  contributing  structure 
to  an  historic  district   (Category  IV).     From  the  total  number  of  1,393  in- 
dividually significant  buildings  and  contributory  structures,   the  following 
definitions  and  standards  shall  govern  the  designation  of  significant  and 
contributory  structures  identified  in  the  Plan.  H  1  2    S  1  2 

16.  Section  1102(b)  Designation  Standards:     Individually  listed  build- 
ings on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  or  designated  City  Landmarks 
should  qualify  for  Category  I  and  II  significance.     References  to  National 
Register  eligibility  in  subsections   (d)  and  (e)   should  be  eliminated,  in 
favor  of  more  general  language  in  Item  15  above-     Such  ratings  might  other- 
wise be  challenged  if  formal  findings  of  eligibility  for  the  National  Register 
have  not  been  made  by  state  or  federal  agencies.     Determinations  of  signifi- 
cance should  be  made  by  the  Planning  Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors 
based  on  ordinance  criteria  and  prior  analysis,   rather  than  National  Register 
status.  H.I. 2 

17.  Section  1102.1(b):     The  Planning  Director's  study  of  eligibility 
should  be  reviewed  or  conducted  by  the  Landmarks  Board.     Notice  of  proceedings 
should  be  provided  to  parties  initiating  designation  and  any  organization 
with  a  recognized  interest  in  preservation  as  requested  in  writing  by  such 
organization.  S.I. 2  Z.I 
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18.  Section  1102.1(e):     There  is  no  section  302.7  in  the  existing 

code  or  the  proposed  amendments.  S.I. 2  Z.I 

19.  Section  1102.2  to  1102.5:     Findings  should  be  made  as  a  part  of 
the  blcmket  designation  that  the  purposes  and  standards  for  designation  are 
met  by  all  of  the  appended  structures,  after  due  notice  and  opportunity  to 
comment,  pursuant  to  procedures  followed  in  adopting  the  Plan  and  ordinance. 

S.1.2  2.1 

20.  Section  1103,  Conservation  District  Standards:     These  should  in- 
clude concentrations  of  buildings  of  historical  quality,  in  addition  to  archi- 
tectural and  environmental  quality.     Reference  should  be  made  to  the  potential 
eligibility  of  large  parts  of  the  area  as  a  National  Register  Historic  Dis- 
trict. 

8.1.2  Z.I 

21.  Section  1103.2:     The  findings  should  state  that  the  districts 
designated  meet  the  purposes  and  standards,  and  that  procedures  of  notice  and 
opportunity  to  comment  have  been  met  as  a  part  of  the  Plan  and  ordinance 
approval  process.     Add   (f)   300  Block  of  Pine  Street  as  a  designated  Conser- 
vation District.  S  t  2    Z  1 

22.  Section  1104:     This  section  needs  to  be  cross-referenced  or  merged 

with  section  128.  ^  ^  ^  _ 

S.1.2  Z.I 

23.  Section  1104(a):     The  height,  bulk  and  FAR  limits  on  sites  of  demo- 
lished significant  buildings  should  be  limited  to  that  occupied  by  the 
demolished  structure.     If  a  structure  is  demolished  upon  satisfactory  findings 
of  the  Planning  Commission,  and  after  all  appeals  have  been  exhausted  pur- 
suant to  Section  1106.7,  TDR  development  rights  in  excess  of  the  floor  area 

of  the  demolished  building  should  be  transferable.     In  the  event  that  demo- 
lition is  carried  out  in  violation  of  this  chapter,   the  Commission  should  deny 
all  development  of  the  site  in  excess  of  the  floor  area  of  the  demolished 
building,   and  any  transfer  of  development  to  other  sites  otherwise  permitted 
in  excess  of  the  floor  area  of  the  demolished  building.     The  zoning  for  the 
site  of  a  demolished  building  should  not  revert  to  the  original  height  and 
bulk  limits  in  either  case,  or  owners  will  have  the  incentive  to  demolish 
rather  than  transfer  TDR.  C.2.1 

24.  Section  1104(b):     Referenced  section  1105.9  is  not  part  of  the 
proposed  amendments.     Alterations  of  contributory  buildings  should  be  reviewed 

by  the  Department  for  buildings  where  TDR  has  not  been  transferred.  2 

25.  Section  1104(c):     This  section  should  more  clearly  limit  TDR  transfer 
from  unrated  structures  to  those  in  Conservation  Districts  3,   4  and  5.  If 
allowed  in  Conservation  Districts  3,   4  and  5  only,  the  purposes  for  permitting 
TDR  should  be  made  clear.     The  reference  to  "historic  districts"  is  unclear 
because  this  term  is  undefined.     TDR  should  not  be  permitted  from  sites  of 
demolished  contributory  buildings,  even  when  the  scale  of  such  buildings  is 
maintained  by  new  structures.  C  2  1    Y  1 

26.  Section  1105.3,  Review  of  Major  Alterations:     Efforts  should  be 
made  to  simplify  or  consolidate  joint  reviews  by  the  Landmarks  Board  and 
Department  Design  Review,   to  avoid  redundant  and  potentially  conflicting  hear- 
ings for  project  sponsors  and  interested  parties.  S.1.2  Z.I 
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27.  Section  1105.3(a):     The  Landmarks  Board  will  be  unc±»le  to  report 
within  20  days  of  referral,  if  procedures  of  section  1006.3(b)  and  (c)  of 

Article  10  are  to  be  followed.  S.I. 2  Z.I 

28.  Section  1105.3(b):     This  process  may  encourage  redundant  and  poten- 
tially conflicting  positions  on  major  alterations  by  the  Department  and  the 
Landmarks  Board.  Ways  should  be  sought  to  consolidate  or  streamline  these 
reviews. 


S.1.2  Z.1 


29.  Section  1105.4:     Pursuant  to  Article  10,  the  advisory  role  of  the 
Landmarks  Board  to  the  Planning  Director,  the  Planning  Commission  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  should  be  maintained.     The  reports  of  the  Landmarks  Board 
should  be  available  to  the  Planning  Commission  along  with  the  Director's 

s.1.2  z.1 

30.  Section  1105.5(a):     Requests  of  applicants  or  other  persons  within 

five  days  of  the  Planning  Commission  meeting  is  unworkable  due  to  the  limited 

advance  time  for  distribution  of  Planning  Commission  calendars  (typically 

available  on  the  Monday  of  the  Thursday  Planning  Commission  meeting) .  ^  ^  ^ 

S.1.2  Z.1 

31.  Section  1105.5(c):     The  reference  to  subsection   (d)   is  missing. 

S.I  .2  Z.1 

32.  Section  1105.7(b)(4):     Should  read  "contemporary  designs  are  .   .  ." 

33.  Section  1105.7(b)(6):     The  more  specific  limits  of  TAble  5  of  the 
Downtown  Plan  regarding  alterations  to  Category  II  buildings  should  be  in- 
corporated into  the  ordinance.     Heritage  has  recommended  modifications  and 
corrections  to  this  table,  which  should  be  made  before  incorporation. 


S.1.2  Z.1 


34.     Section  1106.1:     A  reference  from  this  section  to  section  1106.7 
and  Article  10  is  needed.     Demolition  Applications:     Unused  TDR  available 
from  the  site  of  proposed  demolition,   together  with  appraised  value  of  the 
TDR  should  also  be  provided  as  information,  along  with  evidence  of  efforts 
made  to  market  such  development  rights. 


S.1.2  Z.1 


35.     Section  1106.2:     This  section  requires  the  Planning  Director  to 
approve  applications  for  demolition  of  contributory  buildings  within  30  days, 
except  where  TDR  is  transfered.     In  Conservation  Districts,   approval  is  held 
up  until  replacement  structure  is  approved.     Neither  the  Director  nor  the 
Planning  Commission  have  the  authority  to  deny  demolition  of  such  structures. 

S.1.2  Z.1 

These  limits   (demolition  "as  of  right")   are  of  greatest  concern  to 
Heritage.     They  are  the  greatest  weaknesses  of  the  ordinance. 

S.1.2  Z.1 

There  are  219  buildings  in  Categories  III  and  IV,  and  .Tiore  than  43  are  jeo- 
pardized with  short-term  demolition  according  to  the  DEIR  and  staff  analysis, 

and  more  than  80  are  threatened  before  the  year  2000.  o  -i  o    t  i 

S.1.2  Z.I 

Demolition  of  contributory  structures  should  be  subject  to  a  conditional  use 
review  of  the  Planning  Commission,   after  review  by  the  Planning  staff  and  the 
Landmarks  Board,   in  the  same  manner  as  major  alterations  permits.     The  Com- 
mission could  handle  some  of  these  on  a  "consent"  calendar,   as  in  major  al- 
terations cases,   wnere  appropriate.     The  project  sponsor  should  meet  certain 
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standards  or  requirements  for  the  permit  and  for  the  replacement  structure 

before  a  permit  could  be  granted.  C.2.2 

Unused  zoning  potential  should  not  be  provided  in  the  form  of  TDR  for  sites 
of  contributory  buildings  when  replacement  structures  are  required  to  con- 
form to  the  character  of  the  Conservation  District,  yet  the  Commission  should 
have  the  authority  to  deny  full  utilization  of  zoning  capacity  to  retain  the 
character  of  the  District,  and  protect  other  public  values,  e.g.,  sunlight. 


36.  Section  1106.4:     Time  frames  for  Landmarks  Board  response  might  be 
provided  here,  consistent  with  Article  10  procedures. 

37.  Section  1106.7(b),  Demolition  Standards:     Change  to: 

.   .   .   "value  of  TDR  attached  to  the  property  no  reasonable  use  ..."  not 

"in."    Omit  "substantial"  remaining  market  value.     The  Department  may  want 

to  call  for  independent  consultation  when  needed,  e.g.,  350  Bush..  e  ^  «»  •»  a 

S« 1 •2  Z> 1 

38.  Section  1106.7(c):     Demolition  of  contributory  buildings  should  not  • 

be  permitted  without  restriction.  S.I. 2  Z  1 

39.  Section  1106.7(d):     Demolition  of  Category  IV  buildings  even  after 
TDRs  have  been  transferred,   is  permitted  before  a  conditional  use  permit  for 
the  new  structure  is  approved.     This  section  should  be  completely  eliminated. 

S.I. 2  Z.I 

40.  Section  1106.8:     This  section  ignores  the  potential  historical 

significance  and  qualities  of  age  and  texture  of  contributory  buildings. 

These  are  qualities  that  are  not  replaceable,  even  if  the  size  and  scale  of 

the  older  structures  can  be  replicated.  ^ 

C.1.1  Z.I 

41.  Section  1114:     Article  11  supercedes  Article  10  in  the  event  of 
conflict  between  the  two  provisions.     The  intent  and  practical  effect  of 
this  section  is  unclear.     This  might  be  revised  to  provide  that  the  most  res- 
trictive provisions  shall  apply,   in  the  event  of  conflict.  c  ■*  o    •¥  ■* 
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SUMMARY  OF  ESTIMATES  FOR  BUILDING  DEMOLITION 
DOWNTOWN  PLAN  EIR 


I.  Existing  Buildings   (Table  IV-H-3) 

1.  Heritage  and  Landmarks 

Subarea  1  Subarea  2-7    Total  Summary 

Heritage  A                                   47  83  130 

Heritage  B                                   84  212  296 

Heritage  C                                 188  775  963 
National  Register 

or  City  Landmarks                  17  14  31 

TOTAL                                            336  1084  1420  1420 

2.  Downtown  Plan 

Category  I  229 

Category  II  37 

Subtotal  significant  226 

Category  III  22 

Category  IV  197 

Subtotal  contributory  219 

TOTAL  DEPARTMENT  OF 

CITY  PLANNING  485  485 

%  of  Heritage  34.1% 

r  3  1 

II.  Estimates  of  Demolition  -  DEIR  • 

1.  Summary  (I-H-1) 

Categories  I-IV 
1984-1990  —    Significant  and  Contributory  Buildings:  43 
1990-2000  —    Significant  and  Contributory  Buildings:  _41_ 

TOTAL  a± 

2.  Impacts   (IV-H  25-29) 

Subarea  1  Subarea  2-7      Total  Summary 

1984-1990  ]  43  7  50_ 

Category  I                              1  —  1 

Category  II                              0  —  0 

Category  III                            0  —  0 

Category  IV  _4  --  4 

Subtotal                               5  —  5 

1990-2000  15  24  39 

Category  I  0 

Category  II  1 

Category  III  3 

Category  IV  4 

TOTAL  THREATENED    (A,B,C)  89 

TOTAL  CATEGORY  I-IV  13 
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3.     TDR  supply /demand  effects  (IV-B  71-72) 
Likely  to  be  retained: 

o    Sites  with  few  or  no  TDRs 

40%  of  contributory  buildings   (.40  x  266):  106 

o    Buildings  least  likely  to  be  retained 

10-15%  of  contributory  buildings   (.10-15  x  266):  27-40 

o    Remaining  buildings   (some  would  be  demolished) 

35-50%  of  contributory  buildings:  93-133 

If  it  is  assumed  that  1/2  would  be  demolished:  47-67 


TOTAL  CONTRIBUTORY  ASSUMED  TO  BE  DEMOLISHED, 

(Category  III  and  IV) :  74-107 

C.1.2 
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RECEIVED 


JUN    4 1984 


John  Bardis 

1501  Lincoln  Way 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 


CITY  &  COUNTY  OF  S.F. 


June  4,  1984 


Honorable  Toby  Rosenblatt 
President 

City  Planning  Commission 

City  §  County  of  San  Francisco 

City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Response  to  Draft  EIR  on  Downtown  Plan 

Dear  President  Rosenblatt  and  Honorable  Commissioners: 

The  proposed  Downtown  Plan,  i.e.  zoning  ordinance,  is,  in  effect,  a  proposed 

urban  development  strategy  to  guide  the  growth  of  the  San  Francisco  economy  A.I 

for  the  rest  of  this  century.  Z.I 

The  implementation  of  this  plan  will  determine  the  future  rate  of  growth  and, 
most  especially,  the  future  balance  of  growth  of  our  city.    This  plan  will 
have  profound  impacts  on  the  number  and  types  of  new  jobs  created,  housing 
supply  and  costs,  municipal  utilities,  public  transit  service  and  facilities,  A.I 
auto  traffic,  taxes,  fees,  and  much  more.  Z.I 

Thus,  tne  review  of  the  Draft  EIR  prepared  for  the  proposed  Downtown  Plan 

is  one  of  the  most  important,  if  not  the  most  imoortant,  documents  which  will 

be  considered  by  the  City  Planning  Commssion  in  this  decade.    At  the  public 

hearing  held  on  the  Draft  EIR,  I  and  many  otaer  citizens  testified  and 

described  the  numerous  errors  and  omissions  which  make  this  document  an 

incomnlete  and  woefully  inaccurate  description  of  the  impacts  of  the  proposed    S.I. 2 

Downto\<Ti  Plan  on  the  environment,  quality  of  life,  and  vitally  of  the  economic  S.2 

life  to  be  enjoyed  by  the  people  of  San  Francisco  under  this  plan.  z.1 

As  I  testified  at  the  public  hearing,  the  limited  time  allowed  for  public 
testimony  on  this  massive  document  and  supporting  documents  made  it  impossible 
to  present  a  comprehensive  description  of  the  numerous  deficiencies  in  the 
Draft  EIR.     And  as  I  indicated  at  that  time,  it  is  my  strong  desire  to  present 
in  writing  to  you  and  the  department  staff  a  comprehensive  and  more  detailed 
description  of  the  numerous  errors  and  omissions  in  this  document.  S.I 

Unfortunately,  it  has  not  been  possible  for  me  to  complete  the  exhaustive 
research  necessary  to  respond  properly  to  tlie  Draft  EIR  and  do  this  before 
tiie  June  4th  deadline.     Nevertheless,  I  believe  this  public  issue  is  so 
important  to  the  future  of  San  Francisco  that  I  still  plan  to  prepare  my 
written  comments  and  hopefully  submit  them  to  you  during  the  next  week.  I 
believe  it  is  essential  that  your  honorable  Commission  have  a  written  record 
of  the  numerous  deficiencies  in  this  document  --  even  if  this  means  adding 
a  week  to  what  has  been  a  five  year  oublic  process. 
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In  the  forthcoming  written  response  to  the  Draft  EIR  there  will  be  a  detailed 
description  of  the  following  major  deficiencies  in  this  document: 

o    The  failure  to  consider  an  alternative  growth  strategy  which  would 
produce  more  growth  in  the  employment  of  San  Franciscans  and  even 
greater  growth  ofthe  city's  economy  with  far  less  impact  on  our  city's 
housing  supply,  transit  and  traffic  infrastructure,  and  requiring 
less  investment  of  public  funds. 


Q 
0.4 


o    The  failure  to  describe  the  impacts  on  our  city  of  the  past  two  /^^-j 

decades  experienced  with  this  same  growth  strategy  being  proposed  B. 11 

for  the  next  two  decades.  S.I 

Z.1 

o    The  failure  to  undertake  a  truly  objective  study  and  review  process  B  11 

in  collecting  and  evaluating  the  data  for  the  "study"  which  was  used  B*2  1 
as  the  basis  for  developing  the  description  of  the  impacts  resumably 
described  in  the  Draft  EIR  of  the  proposed  Downtown  Plan.  g^^ 

o    The  failure  to  describe  the  impact  of  the  proposed  plan  on  the  economy 
and  communities  in  the  Bay  Region  as  well  as  the  adverse  impacts 
experienced  by  the  region  by  the  past  two  decades  of  growth  under 
a  similar  growth  strategy  for  San  Francisco. 

8.1. 1    B.2.1    D.2   D.3.2  E.I 

o    And  numerous  other  deficiencies.  N.3 

These  written  comments  will  be  provided  to  you  and  your  staff  in  time  so  that 
they  can  be  considered  properly  and  responded  to  in  the  Final  EIR.  8.1.3 

8.2 


I 
I 
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ASSOCIATION  OF  BAY  AREA  GOVERNMENTS 


MetroCenter 
E  qhth  &  Oak  Streets 
O  ikiand 
il5)  -164-7900 


M  )iiinq  Address 


June  1,  1984 


PQ  ?ox  2050 


0.i^v.,id  CA  9-1604 

/^Mr.  Alec  Basir"' 

»,   Envd-rcmifiental  Review  Officer 

City  of  San  Francisco 

450  McAllister 

."^^^n  Francisco,  California  94012 

Re:  DEIR,  San  Francisco  Dovmtown  Plan 

Dear  Mr.  Bash: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  document.  The  following 
staff  comments  re f lect  gene ra 1  conce rns  of  1  oca llyelected  officals  as 
embodied  in  ABAG's  Regi  ona 1  Plan  1 980.  These  comments  focus  on  the 
employment  projections  as  ^11  as  the  energy,  seismic  safety,  and  worker 
residence  analyses  of  the  plan.  ABAG's  Executive  Board  has  not  taken  a  2.1 
position  on  this  document,   nor  on  the  proposed  plan. 

Employment  Projecti ons 

ABAG's   analysis    of    the    plan   indicates   that   the    C-3  area  employment 
projections    are    too   high,    because    the    plan   assumes    too   a    high  an 
employment  base  in  1984  and  too  much  job  growth  1984-2000.    Our  analysis,  is  B.1.1 
based  on  the  following  data. 

First,  we  estimate  that  as  of  March  1980  there  were  265, 000  i ndi vidua  1 s 
working  in  the  designated  area.  In  1981,  this  number  was  estimated  at 
270,000.  By  the  end  of  1982,  during  the  height  of  the  recessionary  period, 
the  estimated  employment  had  fallen  to  267,000.  ABAC  estimates  that  C-3 
employment  will  be  between  269,000  and  273,000  by  the  end  of  1984, 
depending  upon  economic  conditions  and  development  plans  in  other  parts  of 
the  region.  These  estimates  are  based  upon  unemployment  rates,  total 
county  employment  growth  and  vacancy  rates  in  downtown  office  buildings. 
Therefore,  for  the  base  period  we  estimate  (at  the  most)  a  total  employment 
in  downtown  (C-3)  San  Francisco  at  27  3,000  jobs  by  the  end  of  1984.  This  is 
somewhat  less  than  the  estimated  base  in  the  DEIR  of  280,000.  B.1.1 

Second,  our' data  indicate  that  downtown  job  growth  between  1  984  and  1990 
will  be  less  than  is  projected  in  the  Downtown  Plan.  ABAG  estimates  a  net 
employment  increase  of  between  18,000-20,000  jobs  during  this  period.  From 
1990-2000  the  net  increase  in  the  C-3  area  is  expected  to  be  about  18,000 
jobs.  ABAG  has  analyzed  a  series  of  scenarios  to  ascertain  the  total 
potential  growth  in  net  employment  over  the  period  1980-2000.  Under  the 
most  optimistic  scenario,  which  assumes  that  the  past  trends  will  continioe 
into  the  future,  workers  in  San  Francisco  increase  by  approximately 
1  30,000.  However,  this  scenario  is  unrealistic  given  the  increased 
dispersion  of  middle  management  office  employment  throughout  the  region,  B.1.1 
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and  the  unknown  impacts  of  improved  communication  technology  on  the  need  to 
centralize   employment.      Even    if    the    most    optimistic    scenario  were 

attainable,  the  assumption  that  70%  of  this  growth  will  occur  in  the  C-3  B.1.1 

area  (as  outlined  in  the  DEIR)  appears  unrealistic.  B.1.2 

Most  of  the  long  term  development  potential  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco 
lies  in  the  South  of  Market  areas,  the  C-3-S  areas  of  the  C-3  zone  and  the 
Northern  Waterfront  area  of  the  City.  ABAC  estimates  that  in  those  areas 
the  City  will  add  approximately  39,000  jobs  to  its  employment  base  between 
1980-2000.  These  39,000  jobs  will  be  located  in  the  following  census 
tracts  —  all  outside  the  C-3  area: 

10100  15100  22600  20102  19701  part 

10500  15700  22700  30500 

11100  18000  22800  60600 

12200  20100  23100  60700 

The  majority  of  the  growth  will  be  in  the  area  designated  "South  of 
Market".  ABAC  al  so  estimates  that  the  remai  nder  of  the  ci  ty  wi  1  1  add  an 
additional  23,000  jobs.  This  includes  areas  such  as  the  "Civic  Center," 
the  Universityof  California  Medical  Center,  colleges  and  universities 
throughout  the  city,  and  local -serving  retail  employment.  The  remainder  is 
important  because  it  is  tied  to  the  redevelopment  efforts  throughout  the 
city.  Overall,  ABAC  estimates  that  approximately  104,000  jobs  will  be  added 
to  the  employment  base  betv^en  1980-2000.  Therefore,  the  plan's  estimated  B.1.2 
increase  in  employment  of  91,000  in  the  C-3  area  appears  high. 

A  major  reason  for  the  discrepancy  betv^en  ABAC  employment  forecasts  and 
those  identified  in  the  Downtown  Plan  appears  to  be  that  the  plan's 
estimates  are  based  upon  baseline  or  trend  projections.  Although  baseline 
or  trend  projections  have  their  usefulness,  they  shoul  d  on  1  y  be  used  to 
reflect  an  "ideal"  or  maximum  level.  Baseline  projections  normally  are  only 
used  for  sensitivity  analysis  or  to  assess  the  extreme  case.  In 
particular,  baseline  projections  are  not  as  pertinent  in  assessing  the 
re lati  ve  growth  potential  of  San  Francisco  and  the  C-3  area  because  of  the 
major  changes  that  will  result  from  the  decentralization  of  office 
employment  throughout  the  Bay  Area.  Trend  analysis  would  not  account  for  8.1.1 
such  variation. 

Therefore,  ABAC  staff  members  recommend  that  the  employment  projections  in 
the  Downtown  EIR  be  revised  to  be  consistent  with  ABAG's  estimates. 
Although  our  projections  are  just  that:  estimates  of  the  future,  these 
estimates  should  be  used  as  a  base.  Any  variation  from  the  base  should  be 
defensible  in  the  context  of  sound  economic  reasoning  and  within  the  8  11 
context  of  the  total  regional  economy.  8  12 
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Independent  of  how  much  the  plan  projects  that  employment  will  increase, 
ABAC  staff  members  are  concerned  about  the  plan's  assumptions  regarding 
occupational  distribution.  Our  analysis  of  the  jobs  that  are  going  to  San 
Francisco  indicates  a  major  skewing  in  income  distribution.  San  Francisco 
and  the  C-3  area  is  expected  to  lose  large  number?  of  jobs  in 
communications  and  utilities  over  the  next  several  years,  due  to  facility 
and  expansion  and  transfer  in  the  Alameda  and  Contra  Costa  counties.  In 
addition,  major  expansion  of  data  processing  and  information  support 
services  in  the  F.  I.  R.  E.  and  Business  Services  sectors  will  occur  in  the 
East  Bay,  drawing  jobs  from  San  Francisco.  The  type  of  jobs  that  San 
Francisco  will  attract  will  be  corporate  support,  marketing  services  and 
headquarters  operations.  Therefore,  ABAG's  concern  is  that  the  higher 
paying  jobs  will  probably  go  to  the  non  San  Fr?  i  sco  residents,  with  the 
secretarial,  support,  janitorial  services  going  San  Francisco  residents. 
The  reason  for  this  is  associated  with  the  housing  situation  in  San 
Francisco  and  the  inability  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco  to  diversify  its 
economy.  ABAG  recognizes  that  di  ve  rsi '^i  ca  ti  on  will  not  be  easily  B.1.2 
accomplished,  but  it  is  an  essential  problem  that  must  be  addressed.  B.5.3 

Worker  Residence  Patterns  and  Housing 

The  DEIR  lacks  any  analysis  of  the  plan's  impacts  on  other  Bay  Area 
communities  despite  the  fact  that  the  plan  assumes  that  these  communities 
will  provide  two-thirds  of  the  workers  needed  for  new  San  Francisco  jobs. 
The  plan  projects  90,300  additional  workers  in  the  downtown  area  by  the 
year  2000  with  60,000  of  these  workers  expected  to  live  outside  San 
Francisco.  Table  VII.D.2  indicates,  as  is  shown  below,  where  these  60,000 
workers  are  expected  to  live. 

Area  of  Residence 


San  Francisco  30,300 

East  Bay  37, 100 

South  Bay  1 2, 900 

North  Bay  9,800 

Other  300 

Total  90,300 

First,  the  DEIR  should  explain  how  these  projections  were  created  and  what 
assumptions  they  are  based  on.  Second,  the  DEIR  should  provide  data  about 
job  and  housing  growth  in  other  Bay  Area  communities  which  verifies  the 
ability  of  those  communities  to  absorb  this  additional  growth.  Finally,  the 
DEIR  should  analyze  the  job-residence  patterns  to  determine  what  housing 
and  transportation  impacts  will  result.  Specifically,  the  analysis  should 
include  information  and  a  map  with  the  following  data: 


D.3.2 


D.2 
D.3.2.1 
D.3^.3 
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Energy 

The  plan  discusses  the  fact  that  new  buildings  will  have  to  be  designed  to 
meet  current  Ti  tie  24  energy  standards  and  that  exi  sti  ng  bui Idi  ngs  wi  1  1 
need  to  be  upgraded.  The  State  is  now  adopting  new  non-residential  energy 
conservation  standards  that  should  reduce  energy  consumption  approximately 
40%.  Any  mention  of  "current  standards"  should  distinguish  which  standards 
the  plan  is  referring  to.  Energy  consiamption  will  be  sxibstanti a  1  1  y  lov^r 
if  new  buildings  are  constructed  to  the  new  standards  and  existing 
buildings  are  upgraded. 

Sei smic  Safety 

The  plan's  seismic  safety  analysis  adequately  discusses  ABAG's  concerns. 
We  support  the  author's  suggested  mitigation  measures,  particularly 
measures  1,  7,  9,  and  18.  We  suggest  that  estimates  of  costs  associated 
with  these  mitigation  measures  would  be  useful   to  decision-makers. 
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o    what  communities  are  expected  to  have  more  workers  than  jobs; 
o    what  communities  are  expected  to  have  more  jobs  than  workers;  and 
o    what  public  transit  is  available  betv«en  subregional  areas  around  the 
Bay  and  downtown  San  Francisco. 

Some  of  the  required  data  can  be  obtained  from  our  Pro je  c ti  ons  83  data 

base.        When  this  information  is  mapped,  people  reading  the  DEIR  should  be  D.2.9 

better  able   to  analyze  the  plan's  worker-re  side  nee  projections.  D3  2  1 

We  are  concerned  because  the  plan  assumes  that  other  cities  around  the  Bay 
will  absorb  the  housing  demand  created  by  new  jobs  in  San  Francisco. 
Meanwhile,  many  Bay  Area  cities,  which  in  the  past  had  more  residential 
growth  than  job  growth,  are  approving  job  producing  projects  at  rates  which 
exceed  new  housi  ng  growth.  In  fact,  the  few  ci  tie  s  sti  1  1  approvi  ng  more 
housing  than  jobs  are  often  the  communities  furthest  from  San  Francisco 
which  lack  direct  public  transportation  links  to  the  city.  It  is  important 
that  the  DEIR  address  the  impacts  of  this  situation.  The  increased 
commuting  which  this  plan  will  cause  will  affect  the  livability  of  the  Bay  D.2.9 
Area  through  decreased  air  quality  and  increased  traffic  congestion.  D.3  2  4 

Beyond  this,  the  DEIR  lacks  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  housing  needs  of  San 
Francisco's  new  workers.  Regardless  of  whether  they  are  to  live  in  San 
Francisco  or  elsewhere,  it  is  important  to  examine  what  types  of  housing 
are  likely  to  be  affordable  to  workers.  This  analysis  should  project 
worker  income  and  estimate  ranges  of  housing  costs  which  will  be 
affordable  at  various  income  levels.  These  data  should  then  be  compared  to 
the  prices  and  types  of  housing  being  built  inside  as  well  as  outside  San 
Francisco,  since  two-thirds  of  the  workers  are  expected  to  live  in  other 
communities.  Some  conclusions  should  be  made  about  how  we  1  1  incomes  and 
housing  prices  match.  If  San  Francisco's  projections  are  to  be  realized, 
this  is  precisely  the  type  of  information  which  must  be  shared  with  other, 
affected  communities.  Then,  San  Francisco  and  other  cities  can  develop 
plans  which  encourage  the  types  of  housing  which  are  not  being  built. 


D.2.6 
D.4 


ai 


K.6 
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Other  Comments 

The  Census  Bureau  defines  a  housing  unit  according  to  certain  standards 
such  as  separate  ki  tchen  and  bathi  ng  faci 1 i  tie  s  and  a  separate  entrance. 
In  most  cases,  rooms  in  residential  hotels  would  not  qualify  as  housing 
units.  Any  analysis  which  indicates  that  data  from  the  1980  Census 
pertaining  to  housing  was  affected  by  residential  hotels  is  probably 
i  ncorrect . 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  these  comments,  please  contact  Patricia 
Perry  of  our  staff.     Her  direct-dial  number  is  415-464-7937. 

Si  nee  rely, 

/ 

Yvonne  San  Jule 

Budget  and  Planning  Officer 
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SAN  FRANCISC^N3  FOR  REASON  BLE  GROWTH 

625  POLK  STREET.  ROOM  105    SAN  FRANCISCO  CA  94102 

To;  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  June  30,  1983 

Re;  SFRG  Comments  on  Downtown  EIR  Consultant's  Report 

Honorable  Commissioners: 

SFRG  thanks  the  Planning  Commission  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  Downtown  EIR  Consultant's  Report.     In  the  Interest  of  brevity,  these 
comments  will  not  focus  on  the  criticism  of  minor  details;  they  will  not 
cover  areas  discussed  by  David  Jones  of  SFRG  (and  should  therefore  be  consid- 
ered complementary  to  his  comments);  and  will  not  even  focus  on   the  Issue 
that  the  Consultant ' s  Report  shows  that  the  SFRG  Alternative  (Alternative  4) 
Is  clearly  superior  to  all  of  the  other  alternatives  analyzed  In  every  2 
relevant  category. 

Instead,  these  comments  will  concentrate  on  the  largest  flaws  In  the 
Report  -  the  methodological  flaws  which  compromise  the  Integrity  and  the 
value  of  the  entire  Report.    The  major  problems  with  the  Consultant's 
Report  fall  Into  three  categories: 

•  failure  to  look  at  the  entire  picture  of  downtown  development; 

•  failure  to  address  the  real  issues  pertaining  to  San  Franciscans' 
job  needs  and  housing  needs;  and 

•  failure  to  comprehend  and  to  convey  the  impacts  of  downtown  expansion 
on  the  transportation  sector,  both  locally  and  regionally. 

There  is  no  excuse  for  the  Downtown  EIR  to  fail  to  deal  with  these  issues 
fully  and  clearly.    The  basic  data  exists  which  should  allow  these  issues  to 
be  addressed  -  ±f^  this  Commission  really  wants  an  honest  and  meaningful 
document  to  be  produced,    b.i.1    B.2.1    B.5.1  B.5.2     D.3.1    D.4  D.5 

R  N.3 

Inadequate  Treatment  of  the  Total  Amount  of  Downtown  Office  Growth 

The  greatest  flaw  in  the  Consultant's  Report  is  its  tunnel  vision  -  its 
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failure  to  look  at  all  of  the  development  planned  for  the  downtown  area.  The 

arbitrary  line  drawn  at  the  edge  of  the  C3  district  leaves  out  development 

which  is  planned  for  the  outer  South  of  Market  industrial  zone,  China  Basin 

and  the  Van  Ness  corridor;  it  arbitrarily  ignores  half  of  the  growth  which 

may  occur  in  the  next  15  years.  B  2  2 

This  Commission  is  aware  of  all  of  the  office  projects  and  warehouse 
conversions  which  are  planned  for  the  M  (industrial)  zone.    This  Commission 
knows  all  about  the  16  million  square  feet  proposed  for  China  Basin.  But 
the  Consultant's  Report  pretends  that  all  of  that  office  growth  doesn't 
exist.  B2.2 

The  estimates  for  office  growth  used  in  this  Report  are  ridiculously 
low:  from  1984-2000,  just  1.6  million  square  feet  per  year  -  a  total  of 
24.4  million  square  feet.     This  Commission's  own  EIRs  acknowledge  that 
18  million  square  feet  of  development  are  already  in  the  pipeline,  not 
including  Southern  Pacific's  proposed  16  million  square  feet  (a  total  of 
34  million  square  feet  already) .    The  Mayor's  State  of  the  City  Address 
discussed  more  than  24  million  square  feet  of  office  development  two  years 
ago.     SFRG's  list  of  office  development  projects  shows  approximately  50  million 
square  feet  of  office  growth.    And  that  doesn't  even  include  whatever 
projects  will  certainly  be  proposed  between  now  and  1995!  B.1.2 

In  the  1980' s,  the  office  space  approval  rate  has  been  well  over 
3  million  sqxiare  feet  per  year.     This  Commission  approved  more  than  6  million 
square  feet  of  office  development  last  year  alone.     So  it  is  absurd  to 
postulate  and  study  an  annual  growth  rate  of  just  1.6  million  square  feet 
of  growth,  as  this  Report  does.     It  is  wrong  to  ignore  half  of  the  likely 
development,  just  because  it  is  outside  the  present  day  boundaries  of  the 
C3  district  -  a  district  which  you  are  de  facto  expanding  by  your  weekly 
approvals  of  office  projects  in  the  outer  South  of  Market  area.     It  is 
unjustifiable  for  this  Report  to  use  the  1.6  million  square  foot  annual 
growth  rate  of  the  early  1970's,  however  much  we  wish  that  could  be  the  case. 

B.1.2 
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Since  this  Report  leaves  out  half  of  the  probable  growth,  it  also  leaves 

out  half  of  the  probable  impacts.     And  the  Report  ignores  the  worst  half  of 

the  impacts:  Maybe  BART  can  expand  its  capacity  by  87%,  as  the  Report  claims. 

Maybe  carpooling  will  limit  traffic  increases  on  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  to 

8%,  despite  a  38%  downtown  population  increase,  as  the  Report  assumes.  But 

the  second  half  of  the  growth  -  the  half  that ' s  not  studied  -  the  next  100,000 

commuters  -  that  won't  be  dealt  with  so  "easily".    A  75%  increase  -  not  a 

38%  increase  -  in  downtown  commuters  is  what  will  really  have  to  be  dealt 

with.  But  that  reality  is  not  expressed  in  this  Consultant's  Report.  _  ^    „  ^ 

B.I    B.1.2   B.2.1  E.2. 

E.1.1   E.1.4  E.2.1 

The  Downtown  EIR  was  specifically  supposed  to  study  office  growth  in  E.3.1 
the  C2  and  M  zones  outside  the  C3,  as  well  as  the  C3,  because  those  areas 
are  part  of  the  new  downtown  which  this  Commission  is  defining  every  week 
through  its  project  approvals.    Rather  than  belabor  the  point  any  further, 
we  point  out  that,  for  now.     Commissioners  can  compensate  somewhat  for  the 
fact  that  the  Report  looks  at  only  half  the  picture  by  speeding  up  the 
doomsday  dates:  1990  will  arrive  in  1987;  and  wherever  the  Report  mentions 
the  year  2000,  substitute  1993.  ^'"^ 


A  second  major  deficiency  which  further  undermines  the  perception  of  the 
downtown  expansion  problem  is  the  use  of  1990  as  a  pseudo-base  year  in  all 
of  the  tables  in  the  Report.     SFRG  realizes  that,  because  the  Commission  has 
allowed  downtown  expansion  to  get  completely  out  of  control,  that  the 
Commission  may  have  little  say  over  what  happens  before  1990.     But,  nonetheless, 
throughout  the  Report,  tables  should  be  incorporated  which  clearly  show  the 
total  increases  In  demands,  autos,  transit  capacity,  etc.  for  the  period 
1984-2000.      The  present,  myopic  reporting  format  used  in  the  Report 
minimizes  the  reader's  perception  of  all  of  the  impacts.     Nowhere  does  one 
see  that,  under  Alternative  1,  for  example,  1984-2000  office  growth  would 
be  39%;  or  that  even  under  the  SFRG  Alternative,  there  would  be  a  24% 
increase  in  downtown  office  space.       (And  again,  because  the  outer  South  of 
Market,  etc.  are  not  considered  and  artificially  low  growth  rates  are 
assumed,  even  that  is  just  half  the  picture!)    The  largest  number  one 
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finds  in  the  Report  is  23%  (for  Alternative  1). 

B.1.1 

Nowhere  does  one  see  that,  under  Alternative  1,  the  total  1984-2000 
increase  in  downtown  office  workers  is  106,000  (a  38%  increase),  or  that 
a  full  43%  of  the  blue  collar  employment  in  the  C3  district  would  be  lost. 
(And  again,  that's  just  half  the  picture!)    Or  that  the  increase  in  Muni 
demand  would  not  be  just  13%  (1990-2000),  but  26%  over  1984-2000.   (And  that's 
just  half  the  picture!)      The  split  of  1984-2000  impacts  into  two  periods, 
1984-1990  and  1990-2000,  is  very  deceptive  to  the  casual  reader.  Tables 
for  1984-2000  should  be  added  throughout  the  Report  in  order  to  make  it 
totally  clear  to  the  reader  just  how  much  the  situation  in  the  year  2000 
would  differ  from  TODAY,  not  1990. 

B.1.1  E.1.1 

Inadequate  Treatment  of  the  REAL  "Jobs"  Issue 

On  the  issue  of  Employment  Impacts:     SFRG  is  pleased  to  be  clearly 
vindicated  by  the  Consultant's  Report.     For  years,  SFRG  has  argued  before 
this  Commission  that  just  14%  of  San  Francisco's  employment  growth  would 
directly  benefit  present  City  residents.    Yet  project  EIRs  kept  placing 
the  figure  at  approximately  40%,  as  an  excuse  for  claiming  that  there 
are  over-riding  considerations  which  justify  project  approvals  in  spite 
of  the  massive  cumulative  environmental  impacts.     But  the  Consultant's 
Report  clearly  shows  (on  page  V.D,9)  that,  for  1970-1980,  the  increase 
in  the  number  of  San  Francisco  residents  employed  in  San  Francisco  was  just 
11%  of  the  increase  in  the  nimiber  of  jobs  in  San  Francisco.     (Of  course, 
the  Report  then  goes  on  to  speculate  that  30%  of  the  future  job  growth 
will  benefit  City  residents  (Appendix  1.29),  which  is  a  very  questionable 
assumption  that  should  be  clearly  justified  -  if  indeed  that  is  possible  - 

B.5.3 

in  the  Final  Downtown  EIR.) 

Just  11%  -  just  9,600  out  of  84,000  jobs  -  benefited  San  Francisco  residents, 
while  75,000  jobs  went  to  commuters!     The  Real  Question  is  WHY?    And,  of 
course,  the  answer  to  that  question  -  the  most  crucial  jobs-related  question-  is 
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to  be  found  in  an  analysis  of  the  job  skills  of  the  City's  unemployed. 

Such  an  analysis  would  show  that  those  skills  do  not  match  those  which 

are  required  in  the  downtown  office  jobs  which  are  being  created.  During 

the  Downtown  EIR  Scoping  Study,  SFRG  repeatedly  requested  that  a  survey  and 

analysis  be  done  to  determine  how  many  jobs,  and  what  types  of  jobs,  the 

City's  residents  need  and  will  need  in  the  future.    We  noted  the  need  for  a 

survey  of  the  skills  of  San  Francisco's  unemployed,  and  for  a  study  of  the 

numbers  of  residents  coming  out  of  the  City's  schools  over  the  next  10-15 

years,  along  with  their  skills.    This  is  critically  important  data, 

because  a  new  downtown  plan  must  be  judged    and  shaped  on  the  basis  of  the 

type  of  jobs  needed  by  City  residents.     (E.g.,  note  that  the  SFRG  Alternative 

would  provide  the  most  opportunities  to  craf tspersons,  operators  and 

laborers  -  pp.  V.C. 36,39.)  B.6.2  B.5. 

A  labor  pool  analysis  is  also  important  in  order  to  determine  what 
type  of  mitigation  measures  should  be  developed  in  order  to  ensure  that  City 
residents  obtain  a  larger  share  of  the  new  jobs  created  downtown.  But, 
the  issue  of  San  Francisco's  labor  pool  and  the  skills  of  that  labor  pool 
is  completely  avoided  in  the  Consultant's  Report.  B  5  2 

(A  further  "jobs"  issue:     the  tunnel  vision  which  characterizes  this 
Report,  by  limiting  the  study  to  the  C3  area,  also  leads  to  a  total  lack 
of  analysis  or  discussion  of  the  displacement  of  blue  collar  industrial 
uses  in  the  South  of  Market  area,  an  issue  which  is  extremely  Important 
and  very,  very  relevant.)  B.4.1 


Inadequate  Treatment  of  the  Fundamental  Housing  Issues 

Despite  pages  and  pages  of  discussion  of  housing  impacts,  the 
BIG  QUESTIONS  are  not  answered  in  the  Consultant's  Report.     In  fact, 
the  BIG  QUESTIONS  are  not  even  asked! 

How  many  units  are  needed  to  balance  the  demand  created  by  office 


Z.1 
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growth,  under  each  of  the  5  alternatives?    What  would  be  the  imbalance 

in  the  year  2000,  under  each  of  the  alternatives?    What  types  of  units 

are  needed?  (74?  of  San  Francisco's  C3  workers  are  renters.     Yet  there  is 

no  discussion  whatsoever  of  the  need  for  rental  units,  let  alone  a  quantification 

of  that  need.) 

D.2  D.3.3.6  D.4 


Inadequacy  of  the  Transportation  Impact  Analysis 

Because  the  transportation  methodology  is  so  narrowly  focused,  it 
cannot  even  pose  the  right  questions,  let  alone  provide  the  right  answers. 
The  basic  problem  is  that  the  methodology  seems  to  be  incapable  of  saying 
anything  about  what  happens  when  transportation  corridors  and  transit  systems 
reach  their  capacities  and  continued  growth  attempts  to  push  them  beyond 
those  capacities.  E.I. 7 


In  spite  of  the  fact  that  half  of  the  downtown  growth  is  left  out 
of  the  analysis  in  this  Report,  and  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  peak  hour 
impacts  are  further  manipulated  and  diluted  in  this  analysis  by  subtly 
assuming  a  longer  and  longer  pm  peak  traffic  period,  the  Report  still 
shows  that  all  transportation  corridors  reach  their  peak  capacities  in  a 
few  years.    What  happens  next?    Apparently,  not  much.     The  bridges  are 
at  capacity  -  things  can't  get  any  worse  -  or  so  the  Report  leads  one  to 
believe.    Are  there  any  discussions  of  backups  at  on-ramps  or  toll  plazas 
or  two-hour  traffic  jams?    No.     Is  there  any  discussion  of  how  traffic 
piling  up  at  Mission  and  Beale  and  then  spilling  acrosss  Mission  and  Market  ^'3*^ 
Streets  will  affect  the  Muni?    No.  E.2.2.3 


The  consequences  of  exceeding  various  transportation  corridor  capacity 
limits  are  simply  not  discussed.     For  example,  the  Report  claims  that,  in  1984, 
the  Bay  Bridge  would  be  at  94%  of  capacity  -  8400  vehicles /hour .     In  1990, 
despite  a  14%  growth  in  person  trip  ends,  the  Bridge  would  still  be  at  94Z 
of  capacity  -  8400  vehicles /hour .     Then,  in  2000,  Bridge  flow  would  be 
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9370  vehicles/hour  -  beyond  capacity.    Why  is  it  that,  despite  growth 

during  the  80* s,  no  additional  cars  cross  the  bridge?    Was  traffic  so  bad 

that  people  were  forced  into  other  transportation  modes?    If  that's  so,  then 

what  happened  between  1990-2000  to  force  another  1000  vehicles /hour  onto 

the  bridge  during  the  1990 's?    What  does  that  do  to  the  commute  time  into 

San  Francisco?    What  does  that  do  to  AC  Transit  service?    These  issues 

are  not  addressed.     (The  situation  must  get  pretty  bad,  because  for  1990-2000, 

in  spite  of  more  than  27,000  additional  East  Bay  commuters,  AC  Transit 

ridership  is  actually  projected  to  drop  by        (for  3  of  the  alternatives),  E.1,4,2 

while  Bart  ridership  increases  by  43%!    Are  people  abandoning  AC  Transit  E.2.4 

E  3  1 

because  the  buses  can't  move  across  the  bridge  in  the  jammed  traffic?)  " 

*  E.4.1 

Similarly,  isn't  it  strange  that  there  is  no  increase  in  Golden  Gate 
Bridge  traffic  between  198A  and  1990;  and  that  then,  by  2000,  the  increase 
would  be  just  under  600  vehicles/hour  (only  8%  increase!)  -  right  up  to, 
but  not  beyond,  the  Bridge's  capacity?     No  explanation  is  given.  And  there  is  no 
discussion  of  what  happens  to  the  commute  times,  the  delays  experienced 
by  commuters,  or  the  impacts  of  all  that  congestion  flowing  through  the 
Marina  and  the  Richmond.    How  far  do  the  lines  of  jammed  traffic  back  up  in 
the  City  every  night?  E.1.4.2   E.3.1  E.3.2 


Is  flextime  supposed  to  solve  the  problems?    We  think  not  -  because 
the  1984  base  starts  out  with  280,000  people  downtown,  but  only  135,000 
commute  trips  during  the  peak  hour  -  i.e.,  in  1984,  the  commute  trips  are 
already  spread  out  over  a  two  hour  rush  hour.     Flextime  certainly  can't 
stretch  things  out  much  beyond  that.     So  what  is  supposed  to  happen  by  2000? 
With  34%  more  person    trip  ends,  how  long  will  the  delays  be?  (Again,  remember  that 
the  Transportation  scenario  in  the  Report  considers  only  half  of  the 
growth  which  will  probably  occur  without  substantive  new  controls!) 

E.o 

Parking: 

According  to  the  Consultant's  Report,  11,000  new  parking  spaces  will 
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be  created  along  with  the  next  24. A  million  square  feet  of  office  growth. 
When  was  the  last  time  this  Commission  approved  an  office  building  with  a 
300  car  garage?    All  we've  seen  over  the  past  years  have  been  reductions 
in  the  niimber  of  parking  spaces  as  parking  lots  are  used  as  building  sites. 
And,  according  to  the  Report,  new  parking  demand  will  effectively  be  only  0.71 
spaces  per  1000  square  feet    of  office  development  in  the  1980 's,  and 
0.44  spaces  per  1000  square  feet  in  the  1990's.    Yet  recent  EIRs  have  used 
figures  of  1.0  -  1.5  spaces  per  1000  square  feet.    Are  these  figures  being 
reduced  to  whitewash  the  impacts?    And  if  not,  what  cataclysm  will  have 
occurred  to  cause  the  parking  demand  per  commuter  to  drop?    And,  even  with 
these  low  demand  figures,  the  demand  -  for  15,600  more  spaces  -    would  still 
be  much  greater  than  the  11,000  new  spaces  presumably  created.     So  what  will 
happen  to  parking  in  the  neighborhoods?  Will  the  entire  City  be  one  preferential 
parking  district?     (And  again,  the  scenario  analyzed  is  just  half  of  the 
picture!)  ^'^ 

Some  questions  on  Transit  issues; 

Why  does  Muni,  despite  a  38%  downtown  employment  increase  -  have  a  ridership 
increase  of  just  26%?  (P.  V.E.12).     (And,  again,  that'^s  just  half  the  picture.) 

E.I. 2 

Golden  Gate  Transit  will  have  to  deal  with  a  114%  ridership  increase  by  2000; 

Bart:  a  79%  increase.   (And  that's  just  half  the  picture.)     The  Consultant's 

Report  simply  says  (p.  V.E.ll)  that  -  don't  worry  -  ridership  will  still  be 

less  than  total  capacity.     If  that  is  so,  the  Report  should  detail  the  E  2  1  2 

planned  capacity  increases.     And  who  will  pay  for  these  increases?  E.2.3 

E.2.6 
E.2.7.4 

AC  Transit,  in  1984,  is  projected  to  carry  7,710  pm  peak  hour  C3  passengers 
(p.  IV. E. 6)  plus  950  more  passengers  whose  trips  originate  in  the  rest 
of  the  City  (total  of  8,660,  p.IV.E.9).  In  the  1990  scenario,  those 
extra  passengers  -  10%  of  the  demand  -  have  disappeared  from  the  analysis 
(pp.  V.E.2,  V.E.4).     This  point  should  be  clarified.  E.2.4 
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Golden  Gate  Transit:     The  Report  shows  that,  in  1984,  there  would  be 
5,980  passengers  boarding  nCT  in  the  C3  district  (p.  IV. E. 6).    But  only 
4,180  passengers  apparently  make  it  alive  to  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  Toll 
Plaza  (p.  IV. E. 9).  Why?    By  1990,  there  is  a  24%  increase  (to  7,390  -  p.  V.E.2) 
in  passengers  boarding  in    C3,  but  a  60%  increase  (to  7,190  -  p.  V.E.4)  in 
passengers  arriving  at  the  Toll  Plaza.    Why?  E.2.5 

Rather  than  go  on  with  more  examples:  our  point  is  that  this  Transportation 
analysis  is  far  too  superficial.     It  is  far  too  glib.    There  is  a  refusal 
to  admit  to  any  real  problems.    There  are  just  ntimbers.    Freeways  are 
beyond  capacity?  "No  problem  -  there  will  be  mode  shifting."      What  are 
the  real  impacts ,  in  terms  that  will  convey  the  problems  both  qualitatively 
and  quantitatively  (e.g.,  increases  in  commute  times,  decreases  in  average 
Muni  speeds)?  E.I. 4   E.I. 7   E.I. 4.2  E.3.1 

We  believe  that  a  detailed  simulation  of  the  transportation  and  transit 
systems  must  be  done.    We  do  not  believe  that  the  transportation  analysis 
was  taken  seriously  enough.  Air  pollution  impacts  are  not  even  considered, 
despite  a  34%  increase    in  parking  demand    and  masses  of  cars  which  will 
be  idling  in  stalled  downtown  traffic.     (Perhaps  the  transportation 
consultants  should  be  sent  to  Houston  or  New  York  City,  so  that  they 
can  see  what  really  does  happen  when  systems  are  loaded  beyond  capacity.)        e  i  i  < 

c.  1.1.1 

E.1.7 

Regional  transportation  impacts  are  not  discussed  at  all. 
Probable  tie-ups  at  bridge  toll  plazas,  traffic  flows  on  Interstate  80, 
and  the  costs  of  capacity  expansion  for  all  regional  transit  systems  are 
just  a  fey  of  the  regional  impacts  which  must  be  analyzed.  How  much  longer 
will  it  take  to  get  from  Marin  or  Concord  to  San  Francisco?    How  much  longer 
will  the  average  delay  be  for  commuters  leaving  the  City? 

Local  transportation  impacts  must  also  be  discussed  further.  How 
long  will  the  lines  of  cars  waiting  to  get  on  freeways  be  in  the  downtown 
area  during  the  pm  peak?    What  will  additional  congestion  do  to  average  Muni 
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speeds?    Discuss  the  Increases  In  traffic  through  the  neighborhoods  as 

major  corridors  are  loaded  beyond  capacity.     Discuss  the  carbon  monoxide 

levels  In  the  downtown  area.  E.I. 4.2    E.3.2  1.4 


Fiscal  Issues 

I  confess  to  not  having  had  the  time  to  give  more  than  a  cursory  look 
at  the  Fiscal  Impacts  section  of  the  Report.    David  Jones'  testimony  for 
SFRG  will  cover  that  area  In  greater  detail.  A  few  points  that  stand  out 
Immediately,  however: 

•  The  figures  In  Tables  V.G.I  and  V.G.2  seem  to  be  Inconsistent  -  they 
do  not  add  up. 

•  The  Integrity  of  the  fiscal  analysis  Is  clearly  called  Into  question 
by  the  fact  that  BART  costs  are  not  Included  as  real  costs,  despite 
the  87%  capacity  Increases  required  by  the  year  2000,  even  under 
the  artificially  low  growth  scenarios  analyzed  In  the  Report.  Nor 
are  the  costs  to  other  transit  agencies  analyzed. 

•  It  seems  Incredible  that  Muni  is  projected  to  be  able  to  serve  262 
more  peak  hour  passengers.  In  more  and  more  congested  traffic,  for 
an  additional  cost  of  just  $15.6  per  year. 

In  any  event,  SFRG  questions  whether  there  could  be  any  amount  of  revenue 
to  the  City  which  could  possibly  compensate  for  the  congestion,  environmental 
degradation  and  decreases  In  the  quality  of  life  which  are  outlined  in  the 
other  sections  of  the  Report.  E.I. 2  E.2.1.2 

E.2.7.1 

Mitigation  Measures  2.3. 

The  Consultant's  Report  shows  that  the  City's  only  hope  for  the  future  - 
the  only  way  to  substantively  reduce  the  projected  transportation  impacts 
and  to  allow  for  steady,  long-term  growth  -  is  through  a  500,000  square  foot 
annual  limit  on  office  development.     (This  limit  must,  of  course,  be 
construed  to  apply  clty-wlde  and  to  Include  office  conversions  as  well,  in 
order  to  be  effective.)     Even  then,  the  Report  shows  (p.  VI. E. 9)  that  the 
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number  of  person  trip  ends  still  grows  from  180,000  to  217,350  (21%) 
under  Alternative  4  with  the  500,000  square  foot  annual  limit.     But  at 
least  that's  less  destructive  than  the  240,000  person  trip  ends  (a  33%  in- 
crease) under  Alternative  1  without  an  annual  limit.     (Note  again,  that 
these  numbers  only  consider  half  the  growth,  as  discussed  earlier.) 

B.1.1  E.6.1 

Mitigation  measures  are  the  only  hope  for  reducing  the  magnitude 
of  the  problems  discussed,  under  any  of  the  five  Alternatives.  Therefore, 
the  Mitigation  Section  of  the  Report  should  be  greatly  expanded.     It  should 
discuss  the  annual  limit  in  greater  depth.     It  should  also  discuss  rental 
housing,  job  training  and  regional  transit  system  mitigation  measures. 

E.6 


In  summary,  with  respect  to  this  Report,    SFRG  asks  that  the  following 
changes  be  made: 

•  broaden  the  scope  to  include  all  of  the  major  downtown  growth  areas 
and  a  "base  case"  growth  rate  which  more  realistically  represents 
the  growth  rate  of  the  80 's; 

*  restructure  the  tables  for  a  more  honest  reporting  of  the  impacts 
for  the  period  1984-2000; 

*  address  the  issues  of  job  needs  of  San  Francisco  residents  and 
housing  deficit  created  by  downtown  growth; 

•  require  a  detailed  transportation  simulation  analysis,  which  clearly 
conveys  the  implications  of  capacity-constrained  corridors.  This 
point  is  very  significant,  we  feel,  for  as  long  as  this  Commission 
does  not  understand  that  the  major  impacts  of  downtown  growth  are  due 
to' the  sheer  numbers  of  people  coming  into  the  downtown  area,  rather 
than  the  precise  location  of  new  downtown  office  growth,  then 
precious  time  will  be  wasted  with  pointless  schemes  for  "redirecting 
growth"  to  less  congested  areas  of  downtown. 

In  conclusion,  SFRG  would  have  liked  to  have  come  before  you  today  to 

B.11      B.1.2       B.2.1        B.5.2    B.5.3  E.1.1 
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tell  you  that  the  Downtown  EIR  Consultant's  Report  represents  a  clear 

victory  for  us.  since  it  shows  that  the  SFRG  Alternative  creates  the  most 

jobs  for  San  Francisco  residents,  with  the  least  pressure  on  housing  prices 

and  rents  (p.  V.D.46).  the  least  blue-collar  job  displacement,  the  least 

transit  and  transportation  system  impacts,  the  fewest  number  of  new  commuters, 

and  the  most  housing  units  constructed.  B.5.4 


But,  the  sad  truth  is  that  the  Downtown  EIR  Consultant's  Report,  for  all 
of  its  flaws,  shows  that  SFRG's  proposals  haven't  gone  far  enough  to  bring 
San  Francisco's  downtown  growth  back  into  environmental,  social  and  economic 
balance.    We  believe  that  this  Report  indicates  that  this  Commission  must 
impose  an  Immediate  moratorium    on  downtown  office  project  approval 
so  that,  when  a  new  Downtown  Plan  is  finally  developed  and  approved,  that  Plan  might 
have  some  impact  before  the  next  decade.  We  ask  this  Commission  to  take  S.1.2 
the  necessary  steps  to  impose  this  moratorium  as  soon  as  possible. 

Lastly,  lest  SFRG's  overall  position  on  downtown  growth  be  misunder- 
stood or  considered  extreme,  we  refer  you  to  the  Commerce  Element  of  the 
City's  Master  Plan.    SFRG's  philosophical  beliefs  are  concisely  expressed 
in  that  Element  (p.  IV. A. 4  of  the  Consultant's  Report): 


Z.I 


II 


concern  over  issues  of  public  cost  and  environmental  impact 
is  not  merely  opposition  to  further  development  but  a  recognition 
that  there  are  practical  limits  to  that  growth  which  would 


benefit  residents  and  business  alike. 


II 


A.I  Z.I 


Thank  you  for  your  courtesy  in  providing  us  with  the  opportunity 
to  speak  before  you  today. 


Carl  F.  Imparato 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth 
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COMMENTS  ON  THE  DCT^TTOtJ^  PLAN  EIR;  TRAFFIC  ANALYSES 

I.    SURFACE  TRANSIT  IMPAIRMENT  FROM  TRAFFIC  CONGESTION 

A.    TOE  JAMMED  INTERSECTIONS  RESULTING  FROM  INCREAED  VEHHICLE  TRAFFIC  V7ILL 
SO  IMPEE)E  MUNI  AND  OTHER  TRANSIT  SYSTEJIS  SUCH  THAT  MERELY  ADDING  MORE 
TRANSIT  VEHICLES  WILL  NOT  BE  ABLE  TO  INCREASE  TRANSIT  CAPACITY. 

DISCUSSION;    The  DP  EIR  states  on  that:  g  2  i 

E.2.2.3 

"MUNI  operations  would  be  adversely  affected  by  increased  ccrigestion.  2.1 
Figure  IV. E, 3  shows  areas  of  traffic  congestion  expected  during  the  p.m. 
peak  period  related  to  the  intersections  analysis.    Operation  of  the  MUNI 
surface  transit  routes  through  the  congested  areas  would  be  impeded;  this 
would  leato  decreased  levels  of  MUNI  service  since  scheduled  hee^dways 
would  not  be  met.    Fran  the  intersection  analysis,  it  appears  that  transit 
operation  af  First,  Mission,  Stockton,  and  Sutter  Streets  (all  of  which 
are  designated  as  transit  prefemtial  streets  in  the  Master  Plan)  would 
be  constrained."  (p.  IV.E.15),  and  that; 

"The  increasing  levels  of  congestion  on  surface  streets  (by  1990)  would 
extend  into  the  peak  period  as  shown  in  Figure  IV. E. 3  where  the  areas  of 
constrained  (congested)  folwo  would  expand  to  affect  operations  at  other 
intersections.    MUNI  operations  w;ould  be  affected  by  the  increased  levels 
of  congestion.    Surface  transit  operations  would  be  slowed  which  w;ould 
have  the  effect  of  increasing  the  frequency  of  "crush"  loadings  on  individual 
transit  vehicles."  (p.  IV,E.33),  and  that; 

"Peak-hour  operating  conditions  on  the  San  Francisco  street  system 
would  be  expected  to  deteriorate  by  1990.    Areas  near  freeway  ramps 
which  are  already  experiencing  Level  of  Service  E  and  F  operation  in  the 
peak  hour  would  be  expected  to  continue  to  operate  in  unaccptable 
conditions  and  may  eteriorate  into  jammed  conditions  with  increassing 
frequecy."  (p.  I.E. 3),  and  that; 

"Passengers  per  seat  ratios  are  only  one  measure  of  adequacy  of  service. 
The  obvious  constraints  of  operating  on  heavily  used  streets  in  and  around 
the  C-3  District  causes  transit  vehicle  bunching,  loss  of  running  time 
and  lack  of  schedule  adherence  which  inevitabily  reduces  service,  relia- 
bility, and  ultimately  capacity.    In  some  respect  this  would  not  be 
evident  fran  simple  quantitative  analyses."  (p.  IV. E. 8) 

"Peak-hour  conditions  wDuld  be  expected  to  deteriorate  at  all  of  the 
intersections  by  the  year  2000.    Expanded  areas  of  traffic  congestion 
would  disrupt  surface  MUNI  operations."  (p.  IV.E.34)  Z.1 

The  D't'  HIK  cilso  notes  that,  wnile  o-irtaif.  mitigation  i-toasure?  may  roduco  E-2-1 
tnc  iovol  of  jammed  intersections  ana  conyestion,  th*^  DP  EIR  analysis  die  not  E.2.2.3 
.is.-i.im   tnesc  v/ouid  rx>  iT.plcmcnted .  2.1 

In  addition.  Table  L.37  and  L.3b  ot  the  "Downtown  EIH  Consuir.cints  Keport" 
{•Any,  14iJ3)  retorenced  in  Lhf  UJU  r.hov.-  that: 

'*\',v  MUNI  will  need  an  ivyMtional       motor  coaches  and  trolleys  and 

°Hy  20UU  MUNI  will  neeti  an  additional  150  motor  coacnec  ana  truii^-ys  doj 

1  •~'V<;  nw^r  riv^-=^  in  iya4  to  accomodate  new  downtown  aevplofvnent .  2.1 
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I.    SURFACE  TRANSIT     iPAIRMENT  (continued) 


SFRG  OOMMENTS; 

(1)  Did  the  DP  EIR  analysis  of  transit  capacity  and  transit  loadings  take 
into  account  the  slowdown  of  surface  transit  operations  which  will  result 
fran  jammed  and  conjested  intersections?    If  so,  hew?    Do  the  transit 
loadings  and  passenger  per  seat  loadings  in  Table  IB.E.2  take  into  accoint 

the  decrease  in  the  ability  of  surface  transit  to  move  in  1990  and  2000?  E.2.1 

(2)  Given  that  traffic  congestion  will  "disrupt  surface  MUNI  operations",  will 
the  67  and  150  addtional  MUNI  motor  coaches  and  trolleys  needed  by  1990 
and  2000  respectively  be  able  to  effectively  add  capacity  to  the  MUNI 

system  if  their (and  existing)  transit  vehicles  movement  will  become  E.2.2.3 
more  impaired  with  time? 

(3)  The  DP  EIR  notes  that  "surface  transit  operations  would  be  slowed"  due 
to  increased  congestion  and  "crush"  loadings  would  increase.  However, 
Table  IV. E. 2  shows  MUNI  transit  loading  (in  terms  of  passengers  per 
seat)  improving  fran  1984  to  1990  and  2000.    Thus  the  trasit  section  of 
the  DP  EIR  predicts  MUNI  trasit  loadings  during  the  peak  p.m.  period 
will  improve,  while  the  traffic  section  of  the  DP  EIR  states  it  will 
deteriorate.    The  should  recalculate  Table  IV. E. 2  based  on  the  inability 
of  surface  transit  to  move  because  of  congestion  on  San  Francisco  streets. 

E.2.2.3 

II.    TRANSPORTATION  NETWORK  CAPACITIES 

A.    THE  CAPACITIES  OF  THE  BRIDGES,  HIGHWAY  101,  AND  INTERSTATE  280  BASED  E.3.1 
ON  ACTUAL  OPERATING  EXERIENCE  SHOULD  BE  DISCUSSED  AND  EVALUATED  z.^ 

DISCUSSION;  The  DP  EIR  states  that: 

"Although  the  capacity  of  the  Bay  Bridge  is  calculated  to  be  9,000  vehicles 
per  hour  (vph),  the  one-hour  demand  shown  in  Table  IV. E. 3  represents  the 
effective  capacity.    During  high  volume  periods,  traffic  flew  approaching 
the  Eiay  Bridge  is  sensitive  to  the  concertration  of  merging  vehicles  and 
occasional  interruptions  caused  by  stalled  vehicles  and/or  accidents. 
When  slowdowns  on  the  Bridge  occur,  flow  conditions  on  freeways  and  feeder 
streets  or  on  the  approaches  rapidly  deteriorate.    Even  though  the  incidents 
that  couse  the  slowdowns  on  the  Bridge  are  tem[X)rary  and  quickly  cleared, 
the  time  requireed  for  conditions  to  retrun  tonormal  at  the  approaches  to 
the  Bridge  may  extend  beyond  the  peak  hour."  (p.  IV.E.13)  Z.1 

SFRG  COMMENT; 

(1)  A  slow  vehicle,  stall,  accinent,  or  other  obstical  to  optunan  flew 
conditions  on  the  bridger,  or  on  the  hignways  which  they  feed  soems  to 
ty.   c.irrost.  >i  iJaiiy  occurancu  rathur  than  the  exception.    The  DP  CIK 
.snouLn  cc^mtain  an  estimate,  r)ase<i  on  actual  experience,  of  -nat  percent 

f-i-;    tiTK:  Lrv_  r  rL::^.-':;  :in.'i  ^.I'lh'/vny':  have  no  ir^xylimcnt?^  f  -  fiowinj 
optimal  capcity  durino  tne  oeak  p.m.  rush  hours,    (perhaps  kCBS  traffic 
■  watchers  can  rjive  you  an  estim^ito).    Table  xxxxxxx  should  oe  expanaed 
b'  i-K-iul'.  ar.  aVtrrrjrr  "re.iLi.^tic"  ( non-optimal ^  indication  of  the 
r^v-i-.-^oo  •^"id'^''  ,^n'^  ni-"^v;"'' •  ^"■"'hiTi*-'         h'xsr  capc^ci'iie^^  oase'T  Ofi  0{jer3tif>j 
...  ^  .....  „  E.1.3 

E.3.1 
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II.  TRANSPORTATION  NEIVv^.X  CAPACITIES  (continued) 


(2)  The  DP  EIR  should  indicate  what  the  traffic  capacities  of  the  transportion 

network  are  during  rain  or  inclement  weather.  E.3.1 

B.     IMPACT  OF  AUTOMOBILE  TRAFFIC  ON  SAN  FRANCISCO  NEIGHBORHOOD  STREETS 

DISCUSSION;    The  DP  EIR  notes  that  the  major  traffic  constraint  on  the 
Route  101  South  freeway  is  at  the  intersection  of  Interstate  280  and  highway 
101,  v^ich  is  inside  the  City  and  County  of  San  Ffancisco.    However,  the  DP  EIR 
analyzes  the  traffic  constraits  at  the  County  Line  rather  than  at  this  z.i 
interchange.    It  states  that: 

"although  this  interchange  is  the  major  capacity  restraint  for  the  freeway 
systan  inside  San  Francisco,  conditions  have  been  analyzed  at  the  county 
line  because  of  the  abundance  of  surface  routes  that  allow  traffic  from 
the  downtown  to  bypass  the  U.S.  101/1-280  interchange."    (p.  IV.E.13)  2.1 

Similarly,  city  streets  parallel  to  Lcmbard  Street  in  the  Marina  and  Geary  St. 
and  Pine/Bush  to  the  Richmond  are  used  to  get  to  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  and 
other  City  streets  are  used  to  get  to  Daly  City  to  avoid  the  101/1-280  interchange. 

SFRG  COMMENTS 

(1)    The  DP  EIR  should  indicate  the  most  likely  "parallel  routes"  which  C-3 
District  workers  will  use  to  get  to  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  the  Pennin- 
sula,  and  Daly  City.    This  should  include  an  anlysis  of  the  increased 
traffic  volumes  that  will  be  experienced  on  selected  San  Francisco 
city  streets  and  the  effect  this  will  have  on  conditions  at  key  inter- 
sections.   The  DP  EIR  should  also  indicate  what  effects  the  increased 
autcmobile  congestions  on  city  streets  will  have  on  the  ability  of 
transit  to  function  at  current  schedules.  E.3.2 
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III.    THE  BASIS  FOR  DETTERMINING  THE  PROPORTION  OF  THE  BAY  BRIDGE  TRAFFIC 
COMMING  FROM  THE  C-3  DISTRICT  UNDERESTIMATES  C-3  ORIGINATING  TRIPS 


DISCUSSICtfJ;    The  DP  EIR  states  that  the  determination  of  whether  a  Bay 
Bridge  peak  p.m.  caimuter  was  frcm  the  C-3  District  or  the  non-C-3  District  of 
San  Francisco  was  bsed  on  the  approach  direction  of  the  vehicle  to  the  Bay  2.1 
Bridge. 

Many  C-3  District  users  of  the  Bay  Bridge  park  in  parking  lots  in  the 
South  of  Market  area  adjacent  to  or  under  the  Bay  Bridge  which  are  not  located 
in  the  C-3  area,.    Because  of  the  congestion  of  the  First  St.  and  Harrison 
Bay  Bridge  on  ramp,  many  of  the  autcmobiles  with  employees  frcm  the  C-3  District 
take  other  city  streets  and  approach  the  Bay  Bridge  frcm  approach  directions 
other  than  the  C-3  area.  Z.1 

The  EIR,  therefore,  may  be  underestimating  the  amount  of  Bay  Bridge  traffic    E.I. 2 
attributable  to  the  C-3  area.  2.1 

SFRG  COMMENT; 

(1)  The  DP  EIR  should  explain  why  the  methodology  of  determining  the 

origin  of  autcmobile  trips  frcm  the  C-3  District  based  on  the  approach 
direction  of  traffic  to  Bay  Bridge  on-ramps  is  valid,  and  should  E.I. 2 

revise  this  metodology. 


IV.    VgHAT  IS  THE  BASIS  FOR  THE  ASSUMPTION  THAT  TRANSIT  USE  WILL  INCREASE 

AND  AUTOMOBILE  USE  WILL  DECREASE?  .  E.1.2 

E.1.4 

DISCUSSION:    The  DP  EIR  states  that,  for  1984: 

"Increased  use  of  transit  (about  one  percent  greater  than  in  1981/81)  and 
ridesharing  (about  five  percent  greater  than  in  1981/82)  by  C-3  employees 
in  the  East  Eiay  corridor  would  moderate  the  increase  on  the  bay  Bridge 
during  the  peak  hour  (see  Table  IV, E. 3)."     (p.  IV.E.15),  and  that: 

"As  shown  in  Table  IV.E.l,  the  percentage  of  single-occupant  auto  use 
(Drive  Alone)  by  C-3  District  employees  has  been  assumed  to  decline  in 
the  future."  (p.  IV.E.31),  and  that, 

"Because  of  increasing  levels  of  congestion  on  portions  of  the  transportation 
network,  the  use  of  autcmobiles  (especially  for  carmuting  purposes)  by  C-3 
District  users  would  be  expected  to  decline  by  about  one  percent  to  twc> 
percent  frcm  the  level  of  use  in  1984;  transit  use  would  be  ecpecteo  to  increase 
by  that  amount."  (p. I.R.I),  and  that; 

"Single-cx:cupant  auto  use  oy  C-3  District  users  rin-,  neon  projt-:Ttor:  to 
continue  to  decline  as  a  [jercentdv.je  of  thv  overall  modal  s,olit  ny  an  annitiona; 
two  percent  tor  the  Icvoi  of  us'"^  in  l'^^''        •-.o'-=ii        ^n^j'   f'-'M-  ..--.-i-onr  r-'r- 
t-ne  1984  level);  transit  use  would  be  ex-jectec!  to  increase  hy  tne  s-amc  amount." 
(I.E.I). 

-~r-  the  peaK  oerio::,  lanle  TV.t.i  s'r\^^-  th.nt,  rra'-.  19--ii/'.S2  t. .  19K4: 

"(joiaen  C^te  Bridge  demand  rc^se  37U  vehicles  (rroii  ii,5uu  to  ij,2.'u; 

Z.1 
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SFRG  COMMENTS; 


(1)  Have  the  DP  EIR  assurptions  about  autcmobile  use  and  transit  use 

been  validated  by  comparison  of  actual  1981/82  and  1984  information? 
What  has  been  the  increase  or  decrease  of  automobile  usage  on  the 
Bay  Bridge  and  Golden  Gate  bridge  between  1981/82  and  1984?  What 
has  been  the  increase  or  decrease  in  Golden  Gate  Transit  and  A.C  | 
Transit  use? 


V.     INCREASED  LENGTH  OF  THE  COMMUTE  PERIOD 

DISCUSSION;    The  DP  EIR  states  that; 

"Operating  conditions  on  the  regicMial  freeway  and  bridge  system  in  1990 
would  be  in  the  upper  range  of  Levels  of  Service  E  With  unstable  flow 
and  reduced  oerating  sppeds  (about  35  MPH).    Peak-of-the-peak  conditions 
woud  be  expected  to  extend  over  longer  periods  of  time  and  individual 
no  tor is ts  would  be  excpected  to  be  delayed  for  longer  periods  of  times 
during  the  evening  camute."    (p. IV. E. 32) 

•SFRG  COMMENT; 

(1)    The  length  of  a  persons  cumnute  is  a  key  factor  in  their  quality  of 
life.    The  DP  EIR  should  give  sane  indication  of  how  much  longer  the 
morning  and  evening  corenute  periods  will  be  extended  by  1990  and 
2000. 
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JUN  41984. 


OOMMEOTS  ON  THE  DCM^TOWJ  PLAN  EIR;    METOODOLOGY  FOR  DETERMINING  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 

I.    MODEL  VERIFICATION 

A.    DISCUSSION;    "ITie  accuracy  of  a  mociel  for  determining  future  conditions 
is  determined  by  the  validity  of  the  assumptions  used  in  the  model,  the  quality 
of  data  use  for  input  to  the  model,  and  the  ability  to  verify  the  model.    To  verify 
the  validity  of  a  model  it  is  necessary  to  input  historical  information  to  see  if 
it  accurately  predicts  the  pressent  situation.      For  instance,  if  a  model  is  used 
to  project  the  demand  for  office  space  in  1990  based  on  1984  data,  one  way  to 
test  the  validity  of  the  model  is  to  see  if  it  accurately  predicts  the  present         r  i 
1984  denmand  for  office  space  using  1978  data.  * 

Modeling  is  a  very  powerful  tool,  but  it  presents  opportunities  for 
error,  misunderstanding,  and  abuse  because  the  public  and  decision  makers  cannot      b  1  3 
independently  verify  if  they  are  accurate.  • 

The  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  requires  infcmation  in  an  EIR  to 
be  accurate,  adequate,  objective,  and  understandable  so  that  the  public  and 
decision  makers  can  make  intellegent  decisions.    If  the  basis  for  the  environ- 
mental impacts  fran  cumulative  office  develcpnent  rests  primarily  on  a  model 
simulating  future  conditions  then  the  assunptions  for  the  model  and  the  reasons 
why  the  public  should  believe  the  model  is  valid  must  be  explained  in  understandable 
terms. 

The  basis  for  the  environmental  analysis  of  cumulative  office  developrDent 
in  this  EIR  is  based  on  models.    The  magnitude  of  anployment,  transit,  traffic, 
housing,  and  other  impacts  are  determined  as  a  result  of  these  models.  The 
Downtown  Plan  EIR  states  that: 

"To  provide  an  adequate  analytical  basis,  a  travel  desrand  model  has  been 
developed  that  utilizes  information  specific  to  the  C-3  District  and 
data  concerning  regional  travel  growth  to  make  projections  of  total 
demand  on  the  transportation  network  serving  the  C-3  District.  The 
travel  demand  model  is  unique  and  differs  from  the  analytical  techniques 
used  in  other  projections  of  transportation  demand  for  EIR  analysis. 

For  each  of  the  target  years  (1984,  1990,  and  2000),  the  entire  (existing 
and  future)  components  of  travel  fran  the  C-3  District,  have  been  simulatoc  by 
this  model."  (p.  IV.E.l);  and  that, 

"The  methods  used  to  project  future  land  use  ana  employment  m  this 
analysis  may  be  considered  a  hybrid  of  the  two  approaches .  Future 
conditions  include  aevelopment  currently  pro;,os*=^i  m  tno  C-3  Distncr 
as  well  as  projections  of  the  amounts  of  adOitinr.a]  dovclopmcr^t  a'ld 
employment  tnat  would       aDsorr;f^j  in  the  '_-3  Ui5-.t:r i;.-t .    Iri-i-  trov--] 
demand  analysis  models  and  projects  travel  tor^t  the  entire  C-3  District 

(iv/rr.     k-liifc;.       x.il;>   0x4.1'- «w    ...^  CIT,    >_.Ci|L„,  ...  t  j     .   -    ^j^  .. 

ari  increment  of  future  travel  demand  trj  tnc  existing  r>ase.    The  nodc-liir. 
prfxretiure  allt/ws  tor  chianoes  and  ref inent^nts  to  employee  rcsicential 
locations  and  travel  oejnand  over  tinte."     K\>.  J.3/;  anr.  tr.at, 
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"The  transportation  analysis  in  this  report  has  incorporated  growth  in  travel 
demand  from  ares  outside  the  C-3  District  through  the  process  of  applying 
historic  trends  to  the  non-C-3  travel  conponents."  (p.  J.3.);  and  that, 

"Estimates  of  future  transit  capacities  were  made  on  the  basis  of  proposals 
contained  in  the  current  cycle  of  Five-Year  Plans  for  each  of  the  transit 
agencies."  (p.  J. 25) 


B.    SFRG  COMMENTS: 


(1)    The  EIR  should: 


"Describe  in  understandable  terms  the  major  components  of  the  model 
for  predicting  future  office  denand  and  employment  in  1990  and  2000 
(are  they  price  of  land,  regional  factors,  housing  costs,  national 
economy,  foreign  trade?). 

"Subjectively  describe  the  relationship  between  and  realtive  weights 
given  to  the  major  conponents  of  the  model. 

"Identify  the  type  and  sources  of  the  1981  data  used  as  input  to 
predict  conditions  in  1990  and  2000, 

"Use  the  same  type  and  source  of  data  fron  1975  to  "predict"  the  demand 
for  office  space  and  employment  in  1984.    The  ability  of  the  model  to 
accurately  predict  fron  1975  data  the  conditions  in  1984  should  give         _  ^ 
an  indication  of  its  accuracy  and  validity. 

"Describe  v^ether  if  the  model  was  or  was  not  successful  in  predicting 
1984  conditions  baSed  on  1975. data 


(2)    In  the  past  two  years  there  have  been  new  and  significant  trends  in 
location  of  office  space  and  housing  in  the  region. 

"A  major  area"  for  new  development  in  S>an  Francisco  is  in  the  South 
of  Market  area  and  in  the  industrially  zoned  areas  outside  the  C-3 
District. 

"A  May,  1984  article  in  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle  published  a 
report  which  showing  that  San  Francisco  housing  is  increasing  being 
used  by  people  employed  in  the  Peninsula. 

"Camercial  office  and  business  development  outside  of  San  Francisco 
is  creating  a  housing  demand  v^ich  cannot  be  accomodated  by  the 
counties  in  which  that  development  occurs. 

Ihe  DP  EIR  states  that  "historic  trends"  have  been  applied  to  non-C-3 
travel  components  and  that  regional  travel  growth  was  used  in  making 
projections.    What  historic  trends  wre  assumed?  (1970-1980?,  1982- 
1983?)    What  is  the  validity  of  these  asscnptions  given  recent  trends 
in  housing  and  employment? 


E.1.1. 
E.1.2 
E.1.a 
R 


E.1.5 


(3)    Do  the  other  counties  in  the  bay  Area  have  plans  or  ability  to  constuct 
the  housing  (m  excess  of  housing  needea  to  satisty  internally  generated 
housing  aomand)  to  satisfy  the  demand  for  housinj  frcri  ban  hrancisco 
devoloprent  that  the  DowntowTi  I'lan  Elk  presumes  will  ix;  accorr.nateci         D  3.2.1 
in  their  counties? 
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(4)  The  DP  EIR  assumes  that  transit  agency  proposals  contained  in  thier 

Five- Year  Plans  will  be  implemented.    The  EIR  should  indicate  the         E  2  1  ' 
extent  to  which  past  transit  agency  plans  have  been  ijnpleiTvented  and  E*2*1*J 
indicate  the  potential  for  implementation  of  the  proposals  in  current 
Five- Year  Plans. 

(5)  The  model  for  transporatation  predicts  more  transit  use  and  less  autarobile 
use  (in  tenns  of  the  percent  of  camiuters  using  each  mode)  between  1981/82 
and  1984).    Recent  information  (May,  1983  article  in  the  San  Francisco 
Examiner)  from  transportaticxi  agencies  shows  the  measured  1984  data 
indicates  the  exact  opposite  has  happened,  autarobile  use  is  up  and 
transit  use  is  do%^.    Given  this  informantion,  the  EIR  should  explain 

the  basis  for  its  model  and  indicate  why  it  should  be  used  to  project  e  1  1 
1990  and  2000  conditions.  m\\ 
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CCMMENTS  ON  THE  DOWNTOWN  PLAN  EIR:  PUBLIC  TRANSIT 


I.     EXISTING  TRANSIT  CAPACITY 

A.    THE  SOURCE  OF  AND  ACCURACY  OF  1981/82  BASE  CAPACITY  DATA  FOR  TRANSIT 
SYSTEMS  SHOULD  BE  CITED  AND  VERIFIED 


DISCUSSION:    The  DP  EIR  States  that: 

"analysis  of  existing  conditions  was  undertaken  to  establish  the  travel 
patterns  ot  C-3  District  users  (both  employees  and  visitors)  and  to 
establish  travel  patterns  on  roadways  and  transit  stystems  serving  the 
C-3  District,  downtown  San  Francisco,  and  San  Francisco  as  a  whole." 
(p.  J.l) /  and  that? 

"capacities  for  each  of  the  transportation  modes  were  determined  fran  field 
measurements,  analysis  of  count  data,  and  schedule  calculations."  (p.J.l), 
and  that; 

"the  travel  demand  analysis  was  calibrated  using  data  for  1981/82.  (p.  IV. E. 3), 
and  that; 

"Total  daily  travel  generated  by  the  C-3  District  on  an  average  weekday  in 
1981/82  was  2,242,000  person  trip-ends  (pte).    In  1981/82,  p.m.  peak- 
period  travel  represented  about  12%  (267,400  pte)  of  the  daily  total. 

An  accurate  analysis  of  existing  transit  use  and  capacity  is  essential  to 
detennining  the  environmental  impact  of  future  development,  since  the  existing 
conditions  are  the  base  fran  which  future  projections  are  made.    The  accuracy, 
reliability,  and  up-to-dateness  of  the  field  measurements  and  count  data  is  a 
crutial  factor  in  the  adequacy  of  the  transit  analysis  in  the  EIR.  2,1 

Figure  9  of  the  MUNI  1983-1988  Five  Year  Plan  shows  the  percentage  of 
whicles  available  for  service  on  any  given  day  is  extremely  variable,  and  has 
reached  as  lew  as  75%  of  the  projected  scheduled  runs  in  1981/82.  Therefore, 
projecting  transit  capacity  based  on  the  assumption  that  transit  agencies 
are  adhering  to  their  schedules  extremely  underestimates  the  the  overcrowding 
of  busses  y*iich  is  actually  occuring  on  the  streets. 


E.2.2 


E.2.2 


In  conversations  with  MUNI  and  PUC  planners  SFRG  has  Deen  told  that  MUNI 
has  taken  ho  comprehensive  and  accurate  actual  citywide  measurements  ot  MUNI 
line-by-line  ridership  to  the  Downtown  C-3  district  (based  on  actual  counts) 
in  recent  years. 

QUESTIONS ; 

(1)    The  DP  EIR  should  indicate  whether  MUNI  and  other  transLt  agency  capacity- 
was  based  on  projectioas  assiminq  that  the  transit  agencies  -w^jre 
rufininy  the  number  of  vehicles  scheduled,  or  war,  it  based  based  on 
^ctvwl   li  nf--by- Line  counts  ot  ;-)asscncr-'rs  on  vehicLt-'S?  E.2.2 
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EXISTING  TRANSIT  CAPACITY  (continued) 


(2)  The  DP  EIR  should  indicate  the  source  of  the  1981/82  transit  ridership 
data  that  was  used  as  the  basis  for  the  DP  EIR,  both  for  the  MUNI 

and  for  other  transit  systems?    Has  the  MUNI  verified  this  information 
is  accurate?  E.2 

E.2.2 

(3)  Was  the  1981/82  MUNI  capacity  information  based  on  accurate  actual 
measurements  of  MUNI  lineby-line  ridership  to  the  Downtown  C-3  E.2.2 
District  (based  on  actual  counts). 

(4)  Vtiat  actual  transit  counts  were  done  to  verify  the  1981/82  tranit 
information?    Were  any  actual  MUNI  counts  done  in  1984?    If  none 
were  taken,  what  is  the  most  recent  accurate  MUNI  information 

containing  actual  counts  of  ridership  for  the  MUNI  lines  serving  the  c  i  o 
C-3  District? 

E.2.2 

(5)  Does  the  MUNI  concur  that  only  12%  of  the  person  trip  ends  (pte) 
generated  by  the  downtown  C-3  District  on  an  average  weekday 

occurs  in  the  two  hour  even  peak  P.M.  period?  What  is  the  basis  E.2.2 
for  this  information. 

(6)  Are  only  transit  vehicles  going  in  the  peak  direction  during  peak 

a.m.  and  p.m.  periods  counted  vkien  determining  transit  capacity?  E.2 
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I.    EXISTING  1     4SIT  CAPACITY  (continued) 


B.     1984  OVERCROWDING  ON  MUNI  IS  VASTLY  UNffiRSTATED 


DISCUSS lOi I    Table  IV. E. 2  of  the  DP  EIR  shows  the  following  for  MUNI  during 
the  peak  p.m.  hour  period,    (columns  for  people  standing  and  seated  were  derived 
from  passenger  per  seat  ratios.) 


MUNI 

1981/81 

people  per  bus 

people  per  LTV 

Level  of 

Corridor 

passengers 

or  trolley 

Service 

per  seat 

sitting 

standing 

sitting 

standing 

Northeast 

1.07 

48 

3 

D 

Northwest 

1.17 

48 

8 

D 

Southwest 

1.34 

48 

16 

68 

23 

E 

Southeast 

0.98 

48 

0 

D 

(note:  bus  seated  capacity  =  48  persons;  LRV  seated  capacity  =  68  persons) 


MUNI 

1984 

people  per  bus 

people  per  LTV 

Level  of 

Corridor 

passengers 

or  trolley 

Service 

per  seat 

sitting 

standing 

sitting 

standing 

Northeast 

1.16 

48 

8 

D 

Northwest 

1.26 

48 

12 

E 

Southwest 

1.45 

48 

21 

68 

30 

E 

Southeast 

1.06 

48 

3 

D 

The  DP  EIR,  however,  states  that  the  actual  levels  of  transit  service  are 
better  than  what  is  indicated  above.    It  states  that  "  because  Metro  vehicles 
can  acconodate  hic^er  loadings  (2.0  passengers  per  seat)  than  busses  or  trolleys 
(1.5  passengers  per  seat)  the  level  of  service  would  be  somewhat  better  than 
shown  in  table  IV. E. 2."  (emphasis  added) 


The  DP  EIR  also  states  that,  "peak  hour  Metro  operations  in  1981/82  were 
level  of  Service  D  (1.63  passengers  per  seat)."  (p.IV.E.B).  2 

The  MUNI  peak  p.m.  period  loadings  shown  in  table  IV. E. 2  and  sunmarized  above 
are  substantially  less  than  those  experienced  by  anyone  who  attempts  to  use  the 
MUNI  during  peak  periods  in  the  C-3  District.    The  DP  EIR  loadings  are  also 
explicitly  contradicted  by  a  letter  (on  next  yacfi)  dated  Decemlxir  20,  1983 
tran  Harold  Geissenheimer  (MUNI  General  Manager)  to  It>ny  Kilroy  statmy  that: 

"On  the  whole,  we  consider  our  peak  if^riryi  downtown  s^.irvicos  -  and 
cpecifically  tho  3'J ,  ond  'iBAJK/BX  K>:[-•re3SO!^  -  to  r>-  o;_-^r-:;t  i  rr;  ^t 

or  above  'caijacity  load*  coriditions. "  (emphasis  added)  Z 

E.i 

Mr.  Gei.ssfcril-ieimer  vtetinecl  "capacity  load"  c.")ndi tionr.  az  arx-v'c-  i.5  persons 
iiPfr  sfrat.     Thr  I>~)"wmtr>-*/n  Plan  h.!R,  r^owover ,  sMo'^-.  non"  nt   th"  n'^wif'Wi  iiri'-s 

peak  period  (not  just  rx-'aK.  hour)  services  are  dbn^  L.-j  i*c»s.seiic^rs  scat. 


December  20,  1983 


Mr.  Tony  Kilroy. 

473  -  11th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Dear  Mr.  Kilroy: 

I  am  writing  in  response  to  your  letter  of  November  3,  in  which  you 
requested  information  on  MUNI's  standards  for  capacity  on  our  diesel  lines. 

For  lines  such  as  the  38BX,  we  try  to  schedule  our  buses  to  achieve  an 
average  load  factor  of  between  1.25  and  1.5  for  peak  period  trips.    That  means 
that  on  a  coach  with  a  seated  capacity  of  48,  a  total  passenger  Toad  of  72 
would  be  reasonable. 

The  Geary  express  Tines  are  among  the  most  heavily  travelled  in  the  City. 
Over  the  past  three  months,  the  average  load  factor  was  1.5  in  the  morning 
peak  period.    This  is  of  course  an  average,  indicating  th3t  several  individual 
coaches  are  operating  at  above  "capacity"  levels.    There  are  also  certainly 
days  when- crowding  is  even  more  severe,  particularly  if  even  one  trip  is 
missing  because  of  an  equipment  failure.    Improvements  in  our  diesel  fleet 
should  assure  that  service  operates  according  to  scheduled  levels. 

On  the  whole,  we  consider  our  peak  period  downtown  services  -  and  speci- 
fically the  38,  38L,  and  38AX/BX  Expresses  -  to  be  operating  at  or  above 
"capacity  load"  conditions.    We  are  consequently  planning  on  assigning  many 
of  our  new  articulated  coaches  to  the  Geary  services  when  they  enter  service 
later  this  year,  allowing  us  to  increase  service  capacity  without  corresponding 
increases  in  cost. 

I  appreciate  your  continued  interest  in  MUNI  service.    Your  concerns 
are  shared  by  all  of  us  at  MUNI. 


Sincerely, 


General  Manager 


P5/BWN:aw 


cc:     R.  Nothenbcrg 
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I.    EXISTING  Ti     SIT  CAPAaiY  (continued) 


SFRG  CCMMENTS; 

(1)  Ihe  DP  EIR  should  indicate  the  basis  for  the  Passenger  per  Seat  ratios 
shown  in  Table  IV. E. 2,    Are  these  based  on  actual  line  counts  or 
schedules.    Were  they  verified  by  the  MUNI  or  PUC?  E.2.2 

(2)  The  DP  EIR  should  reconcile  the  contradiction  between  its  statement 
that  MUNI  is  operating  below  capacity  during  the  P.M.  peak  hour 

wnile  MUNI'S  letter  of  December  20,  1983  states  that  MUNI  is  at  or  E2  2  1 
above  capacity  during  this  period?  p'o'o'o 


C.    COMPARISON  OF  1981/82  CAPACITY  AND  1984  CAPACITY  OONTRADICTS  THE  DEPARTMENT 
OF  CITY  PLANNING  SEPTtMBER,  1983  TRANSIT  GUIDELINES 

DISCUSSION:  The  DP  EIR  states  that: 

"Travel  for  the  C-3  District  in  1984  would  increase  about  nine  percent  over 
the  1981/82  peak  period  travel,  and  about  six  percent  over  the  1981/82  peak 
hour  travel*"  (IV,E.4),  and  that; 

"Operating  Conditions  in  1990  on  the  transit  systems  is  projected  to  be  the 
equivalent  to  1981/82  conditions,  and  slightly  better  than  1984  conditions" 
(IV.E.9) ,  and  that; 

"Peak-hour  Levels  of  Service  would  be  worse  in  1984  than  in  1981/82. 
MUNI  service  to  the  Northwest  would  drop  from  Level  of  Service  D  to 
E,  MUNI  service  to  the  Southwest  would  drop  from  C  to  D,  and  BART 
Transbay  would  drop  from  E  to  F."  (IV.E.9)  2.1 

Table  IV.E.l  shows  MUNI  peak  hour  ridership  up  7.9%  in  the  peak  for  and  4.9% 
during  the  peak  period  between  1981/81  and  1984.  2.1 

Ttiese  quotes  and  statistics  clearly  state  that  MUNI  levels  of  service 
showed  more  overcrowding  in  1984  than  in  1981/82.  Z.1 

E.2.2 

However,  in  September,  1983  the  DCP  issued  "Guidelines  for  Environmental 

Review:  Transportation  Impacts".    Commercial  office  development  LIRs  since 

that  date  have  used  these  guidelines  as  their  source  of  inrormation  regarding 

MUNI'S  existing  and  future  capacity.    They  show  tnat  MUNI  peak  hour  overcrowrting 

has  been  significantly  reduced  in  1983  compared  to  tne  1981/82  transit  guidelines 

were  effective.    Table  C-1  compares  the  September,  1983  DCP  guidelines  to  the  E  1  6 

previous  DCP  1981/82  guidelilnes.  -* 

E.2.2 

For  example  previous  guidelines  snowed  the  MUNI  KLMN  lines  at  96%  of  Z.1 
capacity  during  the  peaK  P.M.  period  in  1^81/82  wlierea«^  the  current  guiae lines 
snow  these  linen  az  84.5't  ot  capacity  auririj  that  [)ftL';(Xl.  E.1.6 

E.2.2 

l^ic-sc^  l'J83  \jCP  transit  -ju it:' line'';  stiov  tri.^t    mrt4  MIJN7  transit  loanirirjs 
have  gotten  significantly  less  since  1981/82.    The  Dp  LIk  3tac*^s  tnat  i^H4 
MUI'JI  transit  loadings  have  gotterj  signit icantiy  great'er  since  1^^81/82.  E.1.6 

E.2.2 
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I.    EXISTING  x  .^SIT  CAPACITY  (continued) 


SFRG  CCMMENT; 

(1)  Ttie  DP  EIR  should  explain  the  basis  of  the  DCP  1983  transit  guidelines 

and  indicate  how  they  were  derived.    Did  the  PUC  or  MUNI  approve  of  E.1.6 

these  guidelines?  E.2.2.2 

(2)  The  EIR  should  indicate  why  there  is  a  conflict  between  the  DCP  September, 
1983,  "Guidelines  for  EnviromrEntal  Review:  Transportation  Impacts" 
analysis  and  the  DP  EIR  analysis  of  transit  capacity  changes  between 
1981/82  and  1984.    Vtiich  docunent  is  correct?  E.1.6 

E.2.2.2 


TABLE  C-1:    EXISTING  MUNI  LOADINGS  AND  CAPAaT^ 

Projections  of  transit  ridership  and  vehicle  capacity  fran  the 
DCP  9/83  transit  guidelines  for  EIRs  ccmpared  to  previous  IDCP 
transit  guidelines.    These  figures  represent  the  existing  base 
case  iEor  caranercial  office  development  EIRs. 


NEW  (9/83)  DCP 
TRANSIT  GUIDELINES* 


PREVIOUS  DCP 
TRANSIT  GUIDELINES' 


MUNI  Transit 
Lines 


#  of  riders 
during  peak 
P.M.  hour 


%  of 
capacity 


#  of  riders 
during  peak 
P.M.  hour 


%  of 

capacity 


1/lAX/lBX 

2 

4 

5 

31/31X/31BX 
38/38V38AX 

Total.  Richmond 
Lines 


2,120 

97% 

383 

73% 

327 

65% 

521 

75% 

842 

83% 

2,176 

99% 

6,369 

91% 

2,093 

99% 

474 

110% 

467 

10a« 

981 

94% 

1,070 

103% 

2,698 

104% 

7,783 

100% 

KLMN 


5,559 


b4.5% 


5,725 


S»6% 


Z.1 
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II.     FUTURE  TRANSIT  CAPAaTY 


A.  WILL  MUNI  AND  OTHER  TRANSIT  AGENCIES  HAVE  THE  FINANCIAL  CAPABILITY  TO 
EXPAND  AS  PROPOSED? 

DISCUSSION;    The  DP  EIR  states  that: 

"Transit  service  improvements  scheduled  to  occur  by  1990  have  been  assumed 
to  increase  the  service  availability  by  about  15%  to  40%  on  the  various 
systems  serving  San  Francisco,"  (p.  I.E. 2),  and  that; 

"Estimates  of  future  transit  capacities  wre  made  on  the  basis  of  proposals 
contained  in  the  current  cycle  of  Five-Year  plans  for  each  of  the  transit 
agencies.    The  Downtown  Plan  contains  proposals  for  additional  transit 
improvanents  not  described  in  the  Five  Year  Plans;  none  of  these  proposals 
have  been  included  in  the  future  capacities"  (p.  J. 25),  and  that; 

"For  1990  MUNI  capacities  increased  on  the  basis  of  line-by-line  improvanents 
shown  in  the  1983-88  Short  range  transit  plan,  (Average  peak  hour  increase 
would  be  about  15%  over  1981/82)."  (p.  J. 6)  Z.1 

The  DP  EIR  analysis  assumed  future  transit  capacities  would  expand  according 
to  the  prcposals  of  transit  agencies.    However,  sane  of  the  capital  expansion 
proposals  of  these  agencies  are  ccmpeting  for  the  same  federal  funds  allocated 
by  the  MTC,  and  the  MTC  is  canpeting  nationally-  against  many  muncipalities  for 
these  same  funds.    There  is  therefore  no  assurance  that  federal  funding  will  be 
forthcaning  for  these  proposals.  E.2.1.2 

E.2.7 

For  instance,  the  WTC  December,  198S  "New  Rail  Starts  and  Extensions, 
Staff  Recanmendations"  gives  a  range  of  from  $  356  million  to  $  635  million 
available  for  capital  improvements  for  the  Bay  Area  in  the  1983-88  five  year 
period  (Table  x,  attached).    However,  page  34  of  this  report  states  that  "the 
lower  end  of  the  range  is  optimistic  and  assumes  a  good  competitive  position 
for  the  region.    The  upper  end  of  the  range  would  require  an  excpanded  Federal 
program."    In  other  words,  it  is  unrealistic  to  assume  even  the  lower  number 
of  5  356  million  will  be  available  for  Bay  Area  transit  systems  in  the  next  5  E.2.1.2 
years .  E.2.7 

Attached  is  Table  4,  page  15,  of  the  MUNI  FY  84-88  Capital  Improvement 
Program.    It  shows  that  there  are  628  million  dollars  of  proposed  capital 
improvements  from  1984-88.    Also  attached  is  a  copy  of  TaDie  8  fron  this 
document  showing  that  a  best  case  deficit  of  105  million  dollars  and  a  worst 
case  deficit  of  406  million  dollars  over  the  next  five  years    n  actually 
funding  the  628  million  dollars  in  proposed  capital  improvemL ^.     In  other  words, 
the  money  for  these  improvements  does  not  exist.    As  noted  by  the  MTC  quote  E  2  1  2 

in  tt»e  prec^iding  pdrayraj^h,  t-iowev^i',  everi  th^  "worst  case"  may  be  optimistic.         E2  7 

It  is  tneretore  necessary  co  Know  (u  trie  c<.)sts  oi  Llit;  capital  expeiuJi Lures 
an.l  the  Oijeration  arvJ  rrwiriCdiriarice  extx-'orlitures  o^  tt^---  transit,  improvt.-inents 
necessary  to  accariocut-^  new  'j'^ve  1  opine  nt   -mo  {2)  tn^-   LiKelyrifx> ;  <  >i   i-nier-i'i  or 
state  grants  to  assist  in  tno  pa;^iTi?nt  tor  those  improvements.  E.1.4.1 

E.2.1.2 
E.2.7 
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TABLK  0 

COMPAKIiiON  OF  AliVlCIPATLD  CAPITAL  RtVCNUES  VS.    PROPOSED  EXPENDITURES 

FY  1984-38 
(millions  of  dollars) 


Year 


Ant.icipar.ed  Revenue 
lli'jh  Low 


i'J83-84  I 
I 

Iy84-b3  I 
I 

iyU5-8d  I  322 


y^>.2 

101 


52.2 
4.4.5 
125 


Proposed  Exp-  nd  ir.ure 

83.6 
98.2 
446.1 


Best  Case 

Deficit* 

(Surplus) 


(15.6) 
(  2.8) 
124.1 


Pess  imistic 
Deficit 
(Surplus ) 


31.4 
53.7 
321.1 


*:!t)St  jdi'it.ai  »:«.vonuo  allocations  are  project  spociiic,   rather  than  unrestricted 
reserves.     Tii-.-ref ore ,    it  is  unlikely  that  such  a  surplus  would  actually  accrue 
to  tiic  Muni's  balance  sheet.     A  projected  "surplus"  under  tlie  best  case  funding 
assumptions  more  realistically  translates  into  a  higher  likelihood  that  all 
oroiosuii  exp'.nd i tures  would  be  fully  financed. 

2.1 


298 


II.  FUTURE  ..vANSIT  CAPACITY  (continued) 


SFRG  CCMMENIS; 

(1)  The  DP  EIR  should  explain  what  is  meant  when  it  states  that  "future 
transit  capacities  v«re  made  on  the  basis  of  proposals  contained  in 
the  current  five  year  cycle  of  Five  Year  Plans".    Does  the  DP  EIR 
assume  the  Five  Year  Plans  would  be  fully  funded?    Specifically  for 
MUNI,  did  the  DP  EIR  assume  the  628  million  dollars  of  capital  improve- 
ments listed  in  Table  4  of  the  MUNI  FY  84-88  Capital  Improvement 

Progrcni  would  be  funded?  E.2.1.2 

(2)  As  can  be  seen  frcm  this  table,  many  of  the  capital  improvements 
proposed  by  the  MUNI  Five  Year  plan  agencies  has  Federal  and  state 
funds  funds  assumed  for  these  improvanents.    To  the  extend  Federal 
and  state  funds  are  not  forthconing  for  the  improvements  as  proposed 

by  MUNI  what  effect  will  this  have  on  the  transit,  traffic,  and  E.2.1.1 
parking  analyses  of  the  DP  EIR?  This  same  question  should  be  E.2.1.2 
answered  for  other  transit  agencies.  E.6 

(3)  If  there  are  any  Federal  or  State  grants  for  operation  and  maintainance 
of  transit  systesm,  will  the  proposed  increases  in  the  capacity  of 
MUNI  and  other  transite  systems  increase  the  amounts  of  these  grants 

in  future  years  according  to  existing  grant  formulas?  E.2.1.2 

(4)  Given  the  unsure  nature  of  funding  for  future  transit  systems,  the 
UP  EIR  shuld  include  a  worst  case  "limited  transit  action"  scenerio 
whidi  presumes  limited  federal  or  state  funding.    This  scenerio 
should  describe  the  effects  on  transit  systems,  traffic,  and  automobile 
use  if  the  transit  proposals  of  transit  agency  Five  Year  Plans  are  not 
implemented.  ^® 

(5)  The  DP  EIR  should  sunmarize  in  a  table  the  number  and  cost  of  additional 
MUNI  transit  vehicles  vehicles  to  necessary  to  acccrodate  additional 
downtown  development  for  the  years  1990  and  2000  and  the  operation 

and  maintainance  costs  to  run  these  vehicles  in  1990  and  2000.  In 
addition,  this  table  should  list  the  cost  of  additional  car  barns 
and  other  capital  improvements  necessary  to  utilize  tne  addtional 
transit  vehicles  (such  as  the  MUNI  Metro  turnaround).    Attached  is  an 
example  of  a  the  table  which  should  be  filled  out  for  each  transit  E  2  7 

^9^"^-  E.6.2.1  E.6 

(6)  The  DP  EIR  should  also  summarize  in  a  table  the  sane  type  of  informa- 
tion requested  in  (5)  above  for  other  Bay  .^rea  transit  agencies. 

This  should  oe  put  in  the  same  format  as  for  MUNI  information.  E.6 

(7)  TTie  Do-*smtown  1£IR  should  indicate-  the  total  aoUar  value  ot  transit 
improvt'ments  asr.umed  to  occur  ny  1990  anc:  20uO  to  accanodate  the 
10ti,{)0(j  cttldiL Loriiii  w.jrKers  m  in>-  ciownr.- )^ri  h<jri  Kraiicisco  area. 

WcM  rrsany  dollarc.  p*jr  new  worker        Lht.-  cOoL  ot  these  improvements?         E.I. 4.1 

E.2.1.2 
E.6 
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FUTURE      J^SIT  CAPACIIY  (continued) 


TABLE    xx:     (JUST  OF  TRANSIT  IMPROVEMENTS  TO  ACCOMODATE  NEW  C-3  DISTRICT 
COMMERCIAL  DEVELOPMENT 

TRANSIT  SYSTEM: 


1981  1984  1990  2000 

A.  Transit  Capacity: 
(Peak  P.M.  Hour) 

B.  Aidtional  Capital  Improvements: 


Dnprovenent 

Cost 

Additional 
Capacity 

Proposed 
Funding 

Is  Funding 
Definite 

Ccmpletion 
Date 

Provided 

Source 

#  of  busses 
by  1990 

#  of  trolleys 
by  1990 

#  of  LRVs 
by  1990 

Oper,  &  Main. 

costs  in  1990 

System  Improv- 
ments  by  1990 

•Metro  Turn. 
nCar  Bams 

i 

#  of  busses 
by  2000 

#  of  trolleys 
by  2000 

#  of  LRVs 
by  2000  ' 

Oper.  Main. 

! 

1    ■  J  ■  -        '■  I-     ■         .                          ;                                ;  ! 

1  rnents  by  2UU0     |                  |                       j  i 

i                            1                  1                       I  j 
!     ■MGtr.';  Turr. .     i                   i                       !  • 
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II.    FUHJRE     J^SIT  CAPACITY  (continued) 


B.    NON-C-3  DISTRICT  LOADINGS  ON  IHE  C-3  DISTRICT  TRANSIT  SYSTEM  SHOULD  BE 
QUANTIFIED 

DISCUSSION;    The  DP  EIR  states  that: 

"Non-C-3  travel  is  travel  that  does  not  have  an  origin  or  destination  in  the 
C-3  District,  yet  occurs  on  the  same  transportation  network  as  C-3  transit." 
(p.  J. 20) ,  and  that; 

"the  transportation  analysis  in  this  report  has  incorperated  groi*^h  in 
travel  derand  from  areas  outside  the  C-3  District  throurh  the  process 
of  applying  historic  trends  to  the  non-C-3  travel  components.    Ttius  the 
type  of  analysis  used  in  this  document  presents  a  canplete  description  of 
the  canulative  transportion  impacts  of  downtown  development  (p.  J. 3/ 
emphasis  added),  and  that; 

"Thus,  because  the  travel  demand  process  has  estimated  total  future  travel, 
not  just  travel  from  the  C-3  District,  this  section  contains  a  canprehen- 
sive  analysis  of  cumulative  impacts  of  the  transportation  network  serving 
San  Francisco."  (p.  IV. E. 2) 

"Future  conditions  include  development  currently  proposed  in  the  C-3 
District  as  well  as  projections  of  the  amounts  of  additional  developrent 
and  employment  that  would  be  adsorbed  in  the  C-3  District."  (p.  J. 3),  and  ^  1 

that; 

Thus,  the  transit  impacts  on  MUNI  lines  serving  the  downtcwn  C-3  district  and 
on  other  transit  systems  should  incorperate  non  C-3  travel  that  can  be  anticipated 
to  occur  on  these  same  systems  from  areas  outside  the  C-3  area.    The  accuracy 
of  the  transit  analysis  will  therefore  depend  in  great  part  on  the  accuracy  of  the 
assumptions  of  the  demand  for  transit  that  will  occur  from  the  non  C-3  area.  E.I. 6 

E.2.2 

Because  of  the  dramatic  increase  in  the  amount  of  development  recently 
constructed  in  and  planned  for  areas  adjacent  to  the  C-3  area,  using  the 
"historic  trends"  for  develc^ment  in  this  area  may  or  may  not  be  accurate 
depending  upon  the  period  of  time  chosen  from  which  to  project  the  trend.  E.I. 5 

SFRG  COMMENTS; 

(1)    The  DP  EIR  should  indicate  how  many  million  square  feet  of  addtional 
commercial  office  and  retail  space  was  assumed  to  occur  Detvi^en  1981 
and  1984,  1990,  and  2000  in  non-C-3  areas  which  would  use  the  Sctne 
trarsit  system  as  that  used  by  the  C-3  District?    How  much  development 
was  assumed  for  the  Van  Ness  Corridor,  the  Redevelopment  Area,  the 
Mission  Bay  area,  and  the  South  of  Market  area  currently  zoned  M-1? 
Was  any  transit  demand  for  the  proposed  new  San  Francisco  sports 
stadium  in  the  China  L-Jasin  area  assumed? 


E.1.6 


(2)     "Historic  trends"  were  us+^i  ai-'-.  a  basis  tor  projecting  the  amount  of 

r.ori-C-  >  r;i.':trict  ri     ■  1 '^j^nt .     V>Jha*  w?^=  tne  perioo  useci  tor  dete rrr.ini ng 
theses  historic  trends.    Th---  period  used  should  De  very  recent  to  retlect 
the  rec<^nt  ^xi>lr)fiiori  in  the  amount  ot  aevoiopment  occuring  on  tne 

A  Lhr'  C-3  IJir.trict..  E.1.5 


Transit,  bART,  CDlcien  c-ate  Transit,  drui  SamtransV    Was  it  assumea  that 

f-.,^. '^.i.i.Vi.^nai  r.-,i><iv:itv        JoJ.catuJ  L;^  San  iranci<^-  ii»^nri?  £.2.3 
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II.    FUTURE  'ixvANSIT  CAPACITY  (continued) 


C.    WHAT  DOES  THE  DP  EIR  ASSUME  AS  THE  NUMBER  OF  NON-C-3  EMPLOYEES  THAT 
WILL  UTILIZE  THE  C-3  DISTRICT  TRANSIT  SYSTEM. 

DISCUSSION:    The  DP  EIR  states  that: 

"Citywide  employment  is  forecst  to  increase  between  1981  and  2000  under 
the  policies  of  the  Downtown  Plan.    Just  o\«r  half  of  this  growth  would 
occur  in  the  C-3  District.    The  balance  is  likely  to  be  divided  cibout 
equally  between  the  areas  surrounding  the    C-3  District  (south  of  China 
Basin  including  Mission  Bay,  Civic  Center,  Northern  Waterfront,  and  the 
Washington/Broadway  Special  Use  District)  and  the  rest  of  the  City."  _^ 
(p.  IV.C.47) 

Since  the  DP  EIR  indicates  that  there  will  be  90,000  new  jobs  in  the  C-3 
District  v*iich  will  be  created  in  the  next  16  ye^irs,  this  statement  indicates 
there  will  be  45,000  additional  jobs  ijunediately  adjacent  to  the  C-3  District 
and  45,000  additional  jobs  eisev*iere  in  the  City  over  the  next  16  years.  2.1 


SFRG  COMMENTS: 

(1)  Hew  many  of  these  non-C-3  District  employees  will  use  public  transit? 
Were  these  employees  assumed  as  part  of  the  transit  capacity  analysis 
in  this  EIR  and  are  they  included  in  Table  IV. E. 2?    If  not,  how  many 
employees  were  assumed  outside  the  C-3  District  for  the  purposes  of       E.I. 5 
the  transit  analysis. 

(2)  Is  the  rate  of  new  growth  anticipated  by  1990  and  2000  for  the  C-3 
District  less  than,  equal  to,  or  greater  than  historic  trends  in 
that  area? 


D.     FUNDING  FOR  MUNI  CPERATIONS  AND  MAINTAINANCE 


DISCUSSION;    The  DP  EIR  states  that,  for  MUNI; 

"It  appears  likely  that  capital  projects  would  be  fully  funded,  whereas 
funding  for  operational  expenditures  would  be  uncertain  in  the  future."  Z.1 
(p.  J. 25) 

SFRG  COMMENTS; 

(1)  What  assumputions  were  made  regarding  the  funding  source  of  these 
improvements?  V*\at  is  meant  by  fully  funded?    Does  this  mean  fully 

funded  with  federal  funds?  Similarly,  does  the  uncertainty  o£  future  E.2.1.2 
operational  funding  mean  uncertain  federal  funds? 

(2)  Ir  federal  funds  appear  likely,  what  is  the  basis  for  the  likelyhood 
or  tnose  funds?  Are  there  current  caruratments  to  gi^^  San  trancisco 
MUNI  these  funds? 
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B.1.2 
E.1.5 


E.2.1.2 
E.6 


E.    MUNI  LEVEL  OF  SERVICE  OPERATING  CRITERIA. 

DISSCUSSION;    The  DP  EIR  states  that  the  Level  of  Service  goals  for  transit 
system  \«hicles  during  the  peak  morning  and  evening  comujte  periods  are  as 
follows: 

HMUNI  motor  coaches  and  trolleys:  1.25  passengers  per  seat  (125%  seated  capacity) 

ifMUNI  Metro  vehicles:  2.0  passengers  per  seat  (200%  seated  capacity) 

bBART  cars:  1.30  passengers  per  seat  (130%  seated  capacity)  2.1 

Thus,  the  transit  goal  for  MUNI  operation  during  the  pecik  p.m.  period  is 
level  "D"  or  better.  2.1 

Table  J.  10  on  (p.  J. 36)  shews  that  Service  Level  D  reached  when  there  is 
a  loading  of  1.01  to  1.25  times  seated  capacity.  Level  E  is  reached  when  there 
is  a  loading  of  1.25  to  1.5  of  seated  capacity,  and  level  F  is  reached  when 
there  is  a  loading  greater  than  1.51  times  seated  capacity  of  busses  and  trolleys.  2.1 

.  Table  IV. E. 2  shows  that,  in  1990,  MUNI  lines  to  the  Southwest  and  Northwest 
will  be  at  service  level  "E"  during  the  peak  p.m.  period.    Therefore  the  DP  EIR 
does  not  contain  an  alternative  which  meets  the  MUNI  transit  goals..  Z.1 

SFRG  COMMENTS: 

(1)    Since  MUNI  and  other*  transit  agencies  have  established  goals  for 
transit  service,  the  EIR  should  contain  a  transit  senerio  which 
attains  those  goals.    However,  the  EIR  does  not.    Presumably  this  is 
because  the  MUNI  Five- Year  Plan  does  not  attain  the  goals  given  the  E.2.2.1 
amount  of  downtown  develqpment 

The  EIR  should  indicate  hew  many  additional  MUNi  vehicles  the  EIR 

assumed  would  be  needed  by  1990  and  2000  and  how  ireny  more  MUNI 

vehicles  would  be  needed  above  those  already  assumed  in  order  for 

all  C-3  District  lines  to  meet  the  goal  ot  level  of  D  service  or  E.2.2.1 

better. 


F.     THE  ASSUMPTION  ON  THE  DIRECTION  OF  PEAK  P.M.  NON-WORK  TRAVEL  FROM  THE 
C-3  DISTRICT  UNDERESTIMATES  THE  TRAVEL  IN  THE  CCMMUTE  DIRECTION 

DISCUSSION:    For  the  transit  demand  for  non-work  travel  fran  the  C-3  district 
during  the  ewning  commute  period,  the  DP  EIR  states  that: 

"the  assunption  has  been  made  that  50%  of  the  P.M.  peak  hour  non-work 
trips  are  travelling  in  a  non-canmute  direction  and  50%  are  travelling  Z.1 
in  a  canmute  direction."  (p.  J. 9) 

Many  of  the  non-wnrk  trips  during  the  peak  P.M.  period  are  trcm  the  retail 
areas  of  the  Eii^racodero ,  Market  Street,  and  Union  Square  areas.     It  ap{*;ars 

L")  tne  casual  ODsenA.T  that  most  of  these  non-work  trips  are  going  away  trcm  tho 
aowntown  area  in  the  canmute  direction,  and  v«ry  tew  are  going  in  the  non-carmjte  z.^ 
Jir^jct  ion. 

SFRG  COMMENTS; 

(1)  What  is  tne  basis  tor  the  DP  EIR  tnat  50%  of  the  P.^i.  peak  ficxjr  non-work 
in  a  canmute  direction? 
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III.    SURFACE  TRANSIT  IMPAIRMENT  FROM  TRAFFIC  CONGESTION 


A.    THE  JAMMED  INTERSECTIONS  RESULTING  FROM  INCREAED  VEHHICLE  TRAFFIC  WILL 

SO  IMPEDE  MUNI  AND  OTHER  TRANSIT  SYSTtMS  SUCH  THAT  MERELY  ADDING  MORE  E.2.1 
TRANSIT  VEHICLES  WILL  NOT  BE  ABLE  TO  INCREASE  TRANSIT  CAPACITY.  E.2.2.3 


DISCUSSION:    The  DP  EIR  states  on  that: 


"MUNI  c^rations  would  be  adversely  affected  by  increased  congestion. 
Figure  IV. E. 3  shows  areas  of  traffic  congestion  ejqpected  during  the  p.m. 
peak  period  related  to  the  intersections  analysis.    Operation  of  the  MUNI 
surface  transit  routes  through  the  congested  areas  would  be  iitpeded;  this 
would  lea to  decreased  levels  of  MUNI  service  since  scheduled  headways 
would  not  be  met.  .  Fran  the  intersection  analysis,  it  appears  that  transit 
Gyration  af  First,  Mission,  Stockton,  and  Sutter  Streets  (all  of  which 
are  designated  as  transit  prefemtial  streets  in  the  Master  Plan)  would 
be  constrained."  (p.  IV.E.15),  and  that; 

"The  increasing  levels  of  congestion  on  surface  streets  (by  1990)  would 
extend  into  the  peak  period  as  shov^i  in  Figure  IV. E. 3  where  the  areas  of 
constrained  (congested)  folwo  would  es^and  to  affect  operations  at  other 
intersections.    MUNI  derations  would  be  affected  by  the  increased  levels 
of  congestion.    Surface  transit  operations  would  be  slowed  which  w;ould 
have  the  effect  of  increasing  the  frequency  of  "crush"  loadings  on  individual 
transit  vehicles."  (p.  IV.E.33),  and  that; 

"Peak-hour  operating  conditions  on  the  San  Francisco  street  system  would 
be  expected  to  deteriorate  by  1990.    Areas  near  freeway  ramps  which  are 
already  experiencing  Level  of  Service  E  and  F  operation  in  the  peak  hour 
would  be  ejected  to  continue  to  operate  in  unaccptable  conditions  and 
may  eteriorate  into  janmed  conditions  with  increassing  frequecy." 
(p.    I.E. 3),  and  that; 

"Passengers  per  seat  ratios  are  only  one  measure  of  adequacy  of  service. 
The  obvious  constraints  of  cperating  on  heavily  used  streets  in  and  around 
the  C-3  District  causes  transit  vehicle  bunching,  loss  of  running  time 
and  lack  of  schedule  adherence  v^ich  inevitabily  reduces  service,  relia- 
bility, and  ultimately  capacity.    In  sane  respect  this  would  not  be 
evident  from  simple  quantitative  analyses."  (p.  IV. E. 8) 

"Peak-hour  conditions  would  be  ejqjected  to  deteriorate  at  all  of  the 
intersections  by  the  year  2000.    Expanded  areas  of  traffic  congestion 
would  disrupt  surface  MUNI  cperations."  (p.  IV.E.34) 

The  DP  EIR  also  notes  that,  while  certain  mitigation  measures  may  reduce 
the  level  of  jammed  intersections  and  congestion,  the  DP  EIR  analysis  did  not 
assumt;  these  would  be  implemented. 

In  addition,  Table  L. 37  and  L.38  of  tne  "Downtown  ELR  Consultants  Report" 
(May,  1983)  referenced  in  tne  EIR  show  that: 

•By  1990  MUNI  will  need  an  additional  67  motor  coaches  and  trolleys  and 
15  LKVs  o\^r  those  used  m  i9H4  to  accomodate  new  downtown  devtiloptrtint. 
)t4v  ?r)0()  Ml.i^JT  will  neeO  an  aacli  t  ion:^ '    IS*'  -rv^rn'-  r.np.rr\n<'.       1  r  »-n  t  i  ■  .in-i 
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III.     SURFACE  TR^SIT  (continued) 


SFRG  CCMMENTS; 

(1)  Did  the  DP  EIR  analysis  of  transit  capacity  and  transit  loadings  take 
into  account  the  slowdown  of  surface  transit  operations  which  will  result 
from  jammed  and  conjested  intersections?    If  so,  hew?    Do  the  transit 
loadings  and  passenger  per  seat  loadings  in  Table  IB.E.2  take  into  account  e.2.1 
the  decrease  in  the  ability  of  surface  transit  to  move  in  1990  and  2000?  E.2.2.3 

(2)  Gi\«n  that  traffic  congestion  will  "disrupt  surface  MUNI  operations",  will 
the  67  and  150  addtional  MUNI  motor  coaches  and  trolleys  needed  by  1990 
and  200Q  respectively  be  able  to  effectively  add  capacity  to  the  MUNI 
system  if  their(and  existing)  transit  vehicles  movement  will  becane 
more  impaired  with  time? 

(3)  The  DP  EIR  notes  that  "surface  transit  operations  would  be  slowed"  due 
to  increased  congestion  and  "crush"  loadings  would  increase.  However, 
Table  IV. E. 2  shows  MUNI  transit  loading  (in  tenns  of  passengers  per 
seat)  improving  fran  1984  to  1990  and  2000.    Thus  the  trasit  section  of 
the  DP  EIR  predicts  MUNI  trasit  loadings  during  the  peak  p.m.  period 
will  improve,  while  the  traffic  section  of  the  DP  EIR  states  it  will 
deteriorate.    The  EIR  should  recalculate  Table  IV. E. 2  based  on  the 
inability  of  surface  transit  to  wove  because  of  congestion  on  San 
Francisco  streets. 


IV.    WILL  LIMITING  PARKING  PLACES  IN  THE  DOWJTOWN  AREA  ENCOURAGE  MORE  TRANSIT 
USE? 

DISCUSSION;    The  DP  EIR  notes  that  it  is  the  policy  of  the  Planning  Carmission 
to  limit  parking  places  in  the  downtown  area  in  order  to  encourage  the  use  of 
pwtolic  transportation. 

SFRG  CCMMENTS: 


(1)  How  many  parking  places  have  been  added  or  destroyed  in  the  dcwntown 

San  Francisco  area  between  1981  and  1984?  E.4 

(2)  What  has  been  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  autonobile  usage  on  the 
Bay  Bridge  and  Golden  Gate  Bridge  betweeen  1981  and  1984?  What  has 
been  the  increase  or  decrease  in  public  transot  usage  on  the  Bay 

Bridge  and  Golden  Gate  Bridge  betweeen  1981  and  1984?  E.I. 2 

(3)  Does  this  information  verify  the  assunption  that  limiting  parking 
places  in  the  downtown  area  will  encouage  use  of  public  trdnst/:)rtation. 

E.1.4 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  DOI^TNTOWN  PLAN  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


The  City  of  Berkeley  has  reviewed  the  San  Francisco  Downtown  Plan  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (SFDP-DEIR)  to  determine  whether  the  Project's  impacts  on  Berkeley  have 
been  fully  ascertained  and  offset  with  appropriate  mitigation  measures.     Our  attention 
was  drawn  to  this  Project  because  of:  Z.I 

•  its  scale  -  it  is  projected  to  increase  net  building  space  by  21.7  million 
square  feet  between  1984  and  2000  and  create  an  additional  91,200  jobs; 

•  its  very  small  ability  to  generate  housing  for  the  new  employees  -  the  Plan 
itself  is  projected  to  add  only  200  units  of  housing  while  only  16,200 
housing  units  are  forecast  between  1984  and  2000  for  San  Francisco  as  a 
whole; 

•  its  heavy  reliance  on  the  rest  of  the  region  to  house  downtown  workers  -  of 
the  376,400  people  projected  to  work  in  the  C-3  area  in  2000,  about  half  will 

live  outside  of  San  Francisco,  almost  30%  in  the  East  Bay.  D.3.2.4 

Berkeley's  comments  on  the  SFDP-DEIR  primarily  address  the  intertwined  issues  of  the 
Plan's  impacts  on  Berkeley's  housing  market  and  population  distribution  and  its  impacts 
on  transportation  facilities  and  services  for  people  who  live  in  and  travel  to  Berkeley. 

Our  comments  identify  problems  that  we  have  with  the  DEIR's  impact  analysis,  questions 
that  we  believe  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  will  need  to  answer  to  render  an 
informed  decision  and  finally  proposals  for  additional  mitigations. 


Employment  Impacts  -  It  is  problemmatical  that  the  DEIR  does  not  analyze  the  Plan's 
maximum  possible  impact  by  projecting  impacts  at  full  build-out.     "In  this  EIR,  the 
forecasts     of  real  estate  development  and  employment  growth  are  described  as  'impacts' 
of  the  Downtown  Plan."     (IV.C.30)     Thus,  evaluation  and  appropriate  mitigation  of  the 
impacts  necessarily  depend  on  the  accuracy  of  the  market  predictions.     The  Report 
lacks  information  about  the  impacts  that  the  Plan  would  allow,  including  only  those 
the  Report  considers  to  be  the  most  likely. 

Questions :  What  is  the  projected  amount  of  employment  that  would  occur  if  the 
C-3  area  were  built  to  the  maximum  development  potential  of  the 
Downtown  Plan? 


D.3.2 
Z.1 


B.1.1 


B.1.1 


306 


June  4,  198A 

Downtown  Plan  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 


Page  2 


What  is  the  estimated  effect  of  this  employment  on  San 
Francisco  and  regional  housing  markets? 


B.1.1 
B.2.1 


Locational  vs  Growth  Impacts  -  In  general,  the  regional  impacts  analysis  of  the  DEIR 
is  flawed  by  the  assumption  that  the  impacts  of  the  Downtown  Plan  are  locational 
rather  than  incremental.     This  is  stated  most  clearly  in  the  section  on  Growth  Induce- 
ment.    "Most  of  the  employment  growth  forecast  for  the  C-3  District  would  otherwise 
occur  elsewhere  in  the  Bay  Area,  so  the  associated  population  and  housing  effects  O 
cannot  be  solely  attributable  to  C-3  District  policies."  (X.2) 

To  limit  evaluation  of  environmental  impacts  only  to  those  which  the  Report  believes 
would  not  occur  elsewhere  in  the  region  if  the  Project  is  rejected  is  to  provide 
decision-makers  with  very  incomplete  information  about  the  full  range  of  impacts. 
If  adopted  throughout  the  region,  such  an  approach  would  insure  that  most  impacts 
never  receive  full  attention.     As  a  city  that  is  subject  to  the  impacts  that  the 
Downtown  Plan  would  generate,  Berkeley  needs  information  about  all  of  its  population 
and  housing  effects.     If  the  plan  is  rejected,  and  another  city  in  the  region  provides 
for  the  same  employment  in  another  location,  the  decision-makers  in  that  city  will  need 
to  consider  all  the  impacts.    While  this  might  provide  for  repeated  evaluation  of  the 
same  impacts  (if  you  make  the  not  neceesarily  valid  assumption  of  a  closed  system) ,  the  B.I 
alternative  suggested  by  the  SFDP-DEIR  would  never  require  evaluation  of  impacts  of  B.2 
projects  consistent  with  the  regional  market.  O 

The  regional  analysis  of  the  SFDP-DEIR  is  additionally  flawed  because  the  locational 
impacts  are  not  even  evaluated.     Assuming  for  the  moment  that  the  document  is  correct, 
that  the  employment  generated  by  the  Downtown  Plan  would  occur  elsewhere  in  the  region, 
and  that  we  do  not  need  to  evaluate  the  magnitude  of  the  impacts,  still  we  must  ask 
what  are  the  impacts  of  locating  that  employment  in  San  Francisco,  in  the  dense  center 
of  the  region  that  cannot  house  almost  half  of  the  area's  workforce  and  whose  trans- 
portation systems  are  already  operating  at  full  capacity.  D  3  2  4 

Although  the  Report  argues  that  "C-3  District  job  growth  would  not,  by  itself,  make  a 
noticeable  difference  in  the  housing  markets  in  the  individual  counties  or  in  the 
region  overall"  (IV. D. 81-2),  we  would  not  expect  regional  housing  impacts  to  be  uni- 
form.    Some  cities,  especially  those  adjacent  to  San  Francisco,  will  be  strongly 
affected.     For  Berkeley,  the  impacts  of  location  are  not  trivial  of  376,400  workers 
projected  to  work  in  the  adjacent  city  of  San  Francisco.     The  housing  market  pressures 
created  by  so  large  a  work  force  can  only  result  in  Increased  housing  prices  in  a  city^  322 
like  Berkeley  that  has  virtually  no  vacant  land  to  increase  its  housing  supply.  D  S  ^'s 

D.3.2.4 

Questions :    How  many  employees  of  the  C-3  District  are  projected  to  live  in 
Berkeley  in  1990  and  2000?    What  are  the  income,  racial,  age  and 
household  composition  characteristics  of  these  employees? 

What  are  the  impacts  on  the  housing  markets  of  adjacent  and  other 
nearby  built-up  cities  of  the  toal  C-3  employment? 

How  are  the  impacts  likely  to  be  different  in  built-up  cities 

than  in  areas  at  the  region's  periphery?  d  «  « 

D.2.2 

How  would  the  impacts  of  this  employment  be  different  for  juris-  D.3.2.2 
dictions  at  the  center  of  the  region  if  the  employment  were  0.3.2.3 
located  at  the  periphery?  D.3.2.4 
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Housing  Af f ordablllty  -  The  Report  provides  little  information  about  the  impacts  of 

the  Plan  on  the  price  of  housing  in  San  Francisco  and  the  rest  of  the  region. 

On  page  IV.B.50,  the  Report  states  (presumably  on  the  basis  of  market  analysis)  that 

new  units  in  the  C-3  District  would  be  small  (900-1000  square  feet)  and  expensive 

(ranging  from  $160,000  -  $300,000  in  1982  constant  dollars,  averaging  $240,000  per  D.3.2.3 

unit) .  b.2.6 

Questions ;  What  will  be  the  effects  of  housing  demand  that  is  strong  enough  to 

support  such  high  prices  for  new  housing  on  the  sale  prices  and  rents 
of  existing  housing  stock  in  San  Francisco  and  adjacent  cities? 

To  what  extent  will  the  existing  lower-priced  housing  stock  in  San 
Francisco  and  adjacent  cities  be  up-graded  or  demolished  and  re- 
placed in  response  to  this  strong  demand?    What  would  the  sales  prices 
and  rents  of  the  upgraded  and  replacement  housing  be? 

What  is  the  household  income  that  will  be  required  to  afford  the  new  and 
upgraded  housing  in  San  Francisco  and  adjacent  cities? 

What  will  the  median  income  be  for  employees  in  the  C-3  District? 

Where  will  employees  with  less  than  median  incomes  live  in  1990? 
in  2000? 


What  proportion  of  their  household  incomes  will  they  pay  for  the 
combined  costs  of  housing  and  journey  to  work? 

Population  Shifts  -  The  EIR  states  that  the  net  population  and  household  growth  gen 
erated  by  C-3  employment  will  be  modified  by  an  increase  in  the  number  of  employed 
persons  per  household  in  the  region. 

All  of  the  increase  in  C-3  District  workers  forecast  to  reside  in  the  rest 
of  the  counties  throughout  the  region. . .does  not  represent  a  net  addition 
of  population  and  households  in  each  county  or  in  the  region  overall.  This 
is  primarily  because  labor  force  participation  is  expected  to  increase,  there 
by  adding  workers  without  necessarily  adding  population,  households,  or  housing. 
As  estimated  for  San  Francisco,  labor  force  growth  due  to  increases  in  labor 
force  participation  can  be  substantial.       (IV.D.81)  2.1 

The  Report  appears,  to  conclude  that  the  increase  in  employed  persons  per  household 

does  not  represent  a  negative  impact  for  the  communities  of  the  region.    Yet,  in  fact, 

an  increase  in  employed  persons  per  household  is  not  usually  a  benign  change.  This 

change  is  often  associated  with  a  commvinity's  loss  of  families  with  children,  decrease 

in  average  household  size,  decrease  in  Black  population  and  increased  housing  prices. 

The  increase  in  employed  persons  per  household  can  be  one  of  the  important  indicators 

of  population  shifts,  that  low  and  middle  income  families,  especially  those  with  a 

single  wage-earner,  cannot  compete  for  housing  with  households  comprised  of  working 

adults.  D.3.2.3 

It  may  also  indicate  that  existing  households  require  two  employed  members  to  support 
expenses  where  they  formerly  depended  on  only  one.  This  is  equivalent  to  a  real  drop 
in  living  standards  caused  by  increased  housing  expenses. 

D.3.2.3 
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Berkeley  considers  the  population  shifts  and  degradation  of  living  standards  burled  in 
the  DEIR's  forecast  of  growth  in  the  number  of  employed  workers  per  household  to  repre- 
sent serious  negative  impacts  that  require  mitigation.    We  are  greatly  concerned  that 
the  increased  competition  for  Berkeley  housing  with  concomitant  price  increases  will 
exacerbate  the  displacement  of  middle  income,  of  Black  and  family  populations  that 
we  experienced  between  1970  and  1980.    We  fear  that  the  pressure  will  counteract  or 
make  more  difficult  our  efforts  to  maintain  Berkeley's  fragile  diversity.  D.3.2.3 

Questions ;  What  increases  in  the  number  of  employed  persons  per  household  are 
forecast  for  Berkeley  in  1990  and  2000? 

To  what  extent  will  this  change  be  associated  with  decline  in  Black 
population,  families  with  children,  middle  income  households  and  D.1 
reductions  in  the  average  household  size?  D.3.2.3 


Projections  of  San  Francisco  Housing  -  The  DEIR  forecasts  new  housing  units  for  all  of 
San  Francisco,  rather  than  just  those  in  the  C-3  District  or  just  those  attributable  to 
the  Downtown  Plan  and  suggests  that  all  the  units  would  be  available  to  C-3  employees. 
The  plan  does  not  indicate,  however,  the  total  employment  development  for  San  Francisco, 
including  that  outside  the  C-3  District,  that  will  be  associated  with  the  construction 
of  housing  units  outside  the  C-3  District.  ' 

From  a  Berkeley  perspective,  it  is  important  to  know  the  full  extent  of  San  Francisco's 
housing/jobs  imbalance,  since  San  Francisco  by  1981  was  already  requiring  the  rest  of 
the  region  to  house  more  than  200,000  of  its  employees.  ^ 

Questions :  T-Jhat  is  the  toal  number  of  jobs  expected  in  San  Francisco  in  1990 
and  2000? 


What  proportion  of  people  who  work  in  San  Francisco  will  live  else- 
where in  the  region? 

D.2.5 

How  many  are  projected  to  live  in  Berkeley?  0.2.7 

D.3.2.2 

Increase  San  Francisco  Household  Size  -  The  DEIR  predicts  that  household  size  in  San 

Francisco  will  increase  as  people  move  in  with  each  other  to  cover  housing  costs. 

Given that  household  size  has  steadily  declined  over  more  than  twenty  years,  it  appears 

that  most  people  will  consider  doubling  up  only  as  a  last  measure.     More  often,  people 

in  the  Bay  area  and  the  rest  of  the  nation  have  chosen  to  increase  their  journey  to  D.2.4 

work  before  considering  an  increase  in  their  household  size.  D.3.2.3 

Question;     To  what  extent  does  the  forecast  of  an  increased  household  size  for 
San  Francisco  suggest  housing  hardship  not  just  in  San  Francisco, 
but  in  adjacent  cities  as  well?  D.2.4 

D.3.2.3 

BART  Improvements  -  The  DEIR  indicates  that  improvements  in  peak  period  and  peak  hour 
BART  service  will  be  needed.  As  San  Francisco  has  studied  closely  in  relation  to  the 
finances  of  its  Municipal  Railway,  such  improvements  are  very  expensive  and  are  not 
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ordinarily  covered  by  the  ordinary  tax  contributions  of  the  development  that  neces- 
sitates them.    We  are  concerned  that  the  called  for  BARTD  improvements  not  cause 
Berkeley  users  to  pay  increased  fares  nor  degrade  non-peak  service  levels.  E.2.7.1 

Questions ;  What  is  the  cost  of  the  BARTD  improvements  that  are  projected  to 
accomodate  C-3  employees'  journey  to  work? 

What  are  the  taxes  (property  and  sales  tax)  that  C-3  development 
is  projected  to  contribute  to  BART  in  1990  and  2000? 

To  what  extent  will  fare  increases  be  needed  to  support  the  expansion 
of  peak  period  and  peak  hour  service?  E.2  1  2 

2.3* 

To  what  extent  will  non-peak  service  suffer?  E.2.7.1 

E.2.7.4 

Transportation  Capacity  -  The  DEIR  has  forecast  that  East  Bay  traffic  corridors  will 

have  excess  peak-hour  demand  of  1,300  trip  ends  that  would  not  be  met.     Since  these 

corridors  also  are  needed  for  journeys  to  work  at  Berkeley  and  East  Bay  locations, 

there  is  concern  that  C-3  development,  by  generating  a  major  proportion  of  the 

capacity,  is  in  effect  rendering  East  Bay  locations  less  accessible  to  one  another  and 

is  thus  pre-empting  East  Bay  potential  for  its  own  development.  E.3.1 

Questions ;    What  portion  of  East  Bay  demand  is  attributable  to  C-3  employees? 

What  increase  in  peak  travel  time  between  Berkeley  and  downtown 
Oakland,  Vallejo  and  San  Francisco  can  be  expected  because  of  con- 
gestion in  1990  and  2000?  E.I. 4.2 

E.3.1 

Unemployment  Reduction  -  The  Downtown  Plan  and  the  DEIR  give  negligible  attention  to 
matching  C-p3  employment  opportunities  with  the  employment  needs  of  the  long-term  un- 
employed and  others  at  a  competitive  disadvantage  in  the  labor  market.    The  job 
training  mitigation  measure  (V.C.5)  does  not  suggest  any  public  policies  that  would 
encourage  employers,  industry  association  or  educational  institutions  to  pursue  the 
possibilities  mentioned.     In  addition,  this  mitigation  measure  suggests  that  San  B.2.1 
Francisco  residents  would  be  the  main  target  of  such  programs.  B.5.2. 

B.5.5 

Question;     To  what  extent  will  currently  unemployed  people  in  San  Francisco 

and  the  rest  of  the  region  benefit  from  C-3  employment  opportunities? 

PROPOSED  MITIGATIONS 

In  general,  Berkeley's  concerns  are  that  the  San  Francisco  Downtown  Plan  generates 
significant  impacts  that  cross  over  San  Francisco  city  limits  into  Berkeley  and  other 
jurisdictions  in  the  Bay  Area.    Mitigations  proposed  in  the  DEIR  are  problematical 
because  they: 

E.2.3 

•  do  not  adequately  address  the  regional  impacts;  and  B.2.1  E.2.4 

D.3.2 

•  generate  regional  costs.  D.5  E*4*3 

E.6 

3  10  N-3 

P 


B.5.1 
B.5.2 
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The  purpose  of  our  proposals  are  to  assure  that  San  Francisco  mitigate  the  external 
costs  and  other  impacts  of  the  Downtown  Plan.     Because  the  DEIR  did  not  provide  us  with 
full  information  about  these  impacts,  we  can  only  propose  the  mitigations  in  general, 
non-quantitative  terms. 


1.    A  Smaller  Project -To  a  major  degree,  the  impacts  of  the  Plan  on  Berkeley's  housing, 

population  distribution  and  transportation  derive  from  its  scale.     A  Plan  providing  B.2.2 
for  significantly  less  development  in  the  San  Francisco  downtown  dould  conceivably  D.3.2.4 
confine  most  impacts  within  San  Francisco.  q  2 


2.    Housing  Requirements  -  To  the  extent  that  San  Francisco  houses  people  who  work  in 
the  C-3  District,  Berkeley's  housing  and  transportation  facilities  will  not  be 

subject  to  increased  housing  and  transportation  prices.     Therefore,  we  propose  D.6.1 

that  the  Planning  Commission  consider  requrements  that  developers  provide  housing  D.6.2 
for  projected  employee  households. 


3.  Regional  Housing  and  Transportation  Funds  -  For  Berkeley  to  offset  the  displace- 
ment effects  of  the  Downtown  Plan  -  generated  housing  market  pressures,  funds  are 
needed  to  assist  low  and  middle  income  families  to  compete  for  Berkeley  housing. 
Similarly,  the  costs  of  increased  peak-period  BARTD  service  need  to  be  supported 
by  the  C-3  District  land  uses  that  generate  the  need,  rather  than  by  increased 


D,6.2 
E  2  7.2 

fares  which  would  be  paid  by  all  riders  in  the  region.  E27  4 


4.  Project  Phasing  -  To  assure  that  C-3  development  is  in  balance  with  the  region's 
housing  and  transportation,  the  Plan  should  permit  development  to  proceed  only 
when  these  support  systems  are  adequate.     The  Downtown  Plan,  therefore,  should 
include    a  phasing  system  that  maintains  a  continuous  balance. 

5.  Employment  Targeting  -  To  reduce  pressures  on  the  housing  market  and  displacement, 
public  policies  are  needed  to  prepare  and  match  the  currently  unemployed  and 
underemployed  people  in  the  region  with  the  employment  opportunities  that  the  B.5.5 
Downtown  Plan  will  provide. 


cc:    Mayor  and  City  Covincil 
City  Clerk 
Planning  Commission 
Transportation  Commission 
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TOSTA  &  BROWNING 

LAW  CORPORATION 
SUITE  2230 
333  MARKET  STREET 
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I'^IS)  957-I03I 

June  1,  1984 


RECEIVED 

JUN  0  1984 

C'TY  &  COUNTY  OF  S.F. 
DEPT.  OF  CITY  PLANNINO 

OUR  FILE 


HAND  DELIVER 
Mr.  Alec  Bash 

Office  of  Environmental  Review 
Department  of  City  Planning 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 

Comments  to  Draft  Downtown  EIR 

Dear  Mr.  Bash: 

On  behalf  of  our  clients  whose  properties  will  be  affected 
by  the  proposed  preservation  policies  in  the  Downtown  Plan,  we 
offer    in    this    letter    our    comments    to    the    Draft    Downtown  Z.1 
Environmental  Impact  Report   (DEIR) . 

We  are  aware  that  many  citizen  organizations  are  carefully 
scrutinizing  the  DEIR.     V7e  believe  that  the  likelihood  of  a  legal 
challenge  by  one  of  these  organizations  approaches  a  certainty. 
We   are   optimistic   that   the   concerns   of  our  clients  will  be 
addressed  adequately  by  the  Planning  Department    ("Department") , 
its   Commission    ("Commission") ,    and   the   Board   of  Supervisors 
("Board").     Consequently,  we  share  the  City's  interest  in  assur- 
ing that  the  final  Downtown  EIR  is  not  subject  to  lengthy  litiga- 
tion.    Our  comments  are  intended  to  further  our  common  goal.  21 

You  should  note  that  these  comments  relate  only  to  a  small 
portion  of  a  lengthy  environmental  document. /I/     The  Department 
staff  and  its  consultants  have  produced  a  document  which  charts 
new  grounds  by  utilizing  a  realistic  and  sophisticated  metho- 
dology for  cumulative  and  regional  transit  impact  analyses.  This 
new  methodology  will  serve  the  City  well  in  future  environmental 
review  processes  for  individual  projects.     We  applaud  the  Depart- 
ment for  its  substantial  effort. 

S.2 


/1/Our  comments  on  policy  considerations  and  legal  issues 
raised  by   the   Downtown   Plan   and   its   implementing  legislation 
which   are   outside    the    scope   of   the   California  Environmental 
Quality  Act   ("CEQA")   will  be  addressed  in  a  separate  letter. 
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Our  comments  are  set  forth  below: 

1.       During  the  April  26,    1984  public  hearing  on  the  Down- 
town DEIR,   Mr.  Rosenblatt  announced  that  the  comment  period  on 
the  DEIR  would  be  extended  to  June  4  ,    1984  .     However,    at  the 
beginning  of  the  same  hearing,  Mr.  Robert  Passmore  informed  the 
Commission  that  the  Department  will   present   revisions   to  the 
Downtown  Plan  on  June  7,   1984.     Furthermore,  a  public  hearing  on      c  i  -> 
the  proposed  Planning  Code  revisions  and  Master  Plan  Amendments  S.1.3 
related  to   the   Downtown   Plan    ("Amendments")    will  be   held  on 
June  28,  1984. 


S.1.4 


The  Doctrine  of  Exhaustion  of  Administrative  Remedies 
requires   that   all   issues   be   raised   during   the   DEIR  comment 
period,   prior  to  seeking  any  judicial  review  of  the  FEIR.  This 
Doctrine  is  designed  to  allow  an  administrative  body  to  correct 
any  error,    thereby  precluding   litigation.      Correlatively ,  the 
public's  ability  to  raise  all  relevant  issues  depends  on  a  prior 
full  disclosure  of  all  aspects  of  a  proposed  project  and,   in  the 
case  of  the  Downtown  Plan,   the  Amendments.     To   fail  to  include 
the    Amendments    is    to    create    a    legally    deficient    project  S.1.4 
description. 

Under  the  proposed  scheduling,   the  text  of  the  Amend- 
ments will  be  available  to  the  public  only  after  the  close  of  the 
DEIR  comment  period.     We   suggest   that   the   comment   period  be 
extended  for  some  reasonable  period  following  public  availability 
and  distribution  of  the  Amendments.     This  would  insure  that  the 
comments  on  the  DEIR  properly  are  addressed  to  the   "project" , 
i.e.   all  proposed  actions  to  be  undertaken  by  the  Commission  to  S.1.3 
implement  the  Downtown  Plan.  S.1.4 

In  other  respects,  the  project  description  of  the  DEIR 
appears  either  incomplete  or  in  error.     For  example,   there  are 
substantive  differences,   between  the  text  of  the  Downtown  Plan 
and  the  proposed   implementation   legislation    (e.g.    the   use  of 
transferable   development   rights) .      The   DEIR  does   not   address  S.1.4 
these  differences. 

The   failure  to  timely  respond   to  these   issues  ulti- 
mately will  require  subsequent  time-consuming  corrective  actions. 
The  environmental  process  may  be  unnecessarily  lengthened  as  a 
result  of  the  need  to  conduct  such  further  review,   to  provide  yet 

another  comment  period  and  to  respond  to  those  new  comments.     We  S.1.3 

seek  to  avoid  such  potentially  disastrous  delay.  S.1.4 

2,       On   May  22,    1984  ,    the   Commission   conducted   a  public 
hearing  wherein  affected  property  owners  were  provided  an  oppor- 
tunity to  contest  the  proposed  designations  of  significant  and/or 
contributory  buildings  and  the  boundaries  of  proposed  conserva- 
tion districts  pursuant  of  Article  11   of  the  proposed  Downtown 
Plan  implementation  legislation.     In  our  opinion,  the  designation 
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of  each  structure  as  significant  or  contributory  is  a  separate 
discretionary    action    by    the    Commission.      As    such,  each 
designation   is   a    "project"   within   the  meaning  of  CEQA.  The 
environmental  review  process  must  be  completed  before  the  Commis- 
sion may  act  on  the  designation  of  any  structure  or  district.     In  S.1.3 
this  case,  the  environmental  review  process  is  the  Downtown  EIR.  S.1.4 

Under  the  present  procedure,  an  affected  property  owner 
is   required   to  voice  his/her  objection  on  the  merits  of  the 

proposed  designation  before  the  requisite  environmental  review  S.1,3 

process  has  been  completed.     This  procedure  contravenes  CEQA.  S.1I4 

Further,    affected   property   owners    are    required  to 
register  their  objection  based  on  a  proposed  ordinance,  which 
ordinance  is  not  covered  in  its  entirety  in  the  DEIR,  and  further  S.1.3 
which   is    still   undergoing   further   revision  and  environmental  S.1.4 
review. /2/ 

Since  the  responses  to  comments  will  contain  further 
clarification  of  issues  raised  and  may  add  new  information  on  the 
impacts   of   the   proposed   preservation   policies,    the  affected 
property  owners  should  not  be  put  in  the  untenable  position  of 
having  to  participate  in  adjudicatory  hearings  on  the  designation 
of   their  buildings  without   the   benefit   of   the   responses  to 
comments  and  without  the  benefit  of  the  final  adopted  standards 
to  be  employed  for  such  designation.     A  certified  final  EIR,  as 
an  informational  document,  will  provide  the  needed  information 
for  the  Commission  and  the  Board  to  balance  the  environmental 
effects  of  the  project  against  other  private  and  public  inte- 
rests.    It  is  also  the  document  which  provides   information  to 
affected  property  owner  to  realistically  assess  the  effects  of 
the  proposed  designations.     Therefore,   any  hearing  which  desig- 
nates a  particular  building  as  significant  or  contributory  before 
the   conclusion  of   the   environmental   review  process   or  which  S.1.3 
defines    a   potential   conservation   district   violates   both   the  S.1.4 
spirit  and  substantive  provisions  of  CEQA. 

3.       The  DEIR  does  not  discuss  the  potential  impacts  of  the 
alteration  requirements  on  the   safety  of  people  who  work  and 


/2/During    the    DEIR     hearing,    the    Department  received 
numerous  comments  on  the  alleged  deficiency  of  the  DEIR  with 
respect   to   the   proposed   preservation   policies.     Many  of  the 
organizations  and  individuals  informed  the  Department  that  they 
would  submit  detail  comments  in  writing.     Therefore,  although  we 
attended  the  DEIR  hearing,  we  are  unable  at  this  time  to  deter- 
mine if  any  of  those  comments  may  contain  valid  criticism  and  to 
offer  our  suggestions  to  the  Department. 


I 


I 


i 
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reside  in  San  Francisco.     Section  104  F  of  San  Francisco  Building 
Code  requires  that  certain  structures  be  brought  into  compliance 
with  seismic  safety  requirements.     The  effect  of  the  standards 
and    procedures    for    alteration    of    buildings    under  proposed 
Article  11   in  relation  to  §104. F  of  the  San  Francisco  Building 
Code  should  be  addressed. 

Based  on  the   foregoing,   the  Commission  and  the  Department 
should  review  the  procedures  employed  for  environment  review  and 
implementation  of  the  Downtown  Plan's  preservation  policies.  We 
strongly    urge    you    to    consult    with    the    City    Attorney  and 
Mr.  Mihaly  and  to  take  all  necessary  steps  to  avoid  potential 
litigation  over  the  legal  sufficiency  of  the  Downtown  EIR.  We 
recognize  that  the  environmental  review  process  for  the  Downtown 
Plan  has  been  a  lengthy  one.     It  is  not  our  intent  to  further 
delay  the  certification  of  this  very  important  document.     We  will 
be  happy  to  meet  with  you  and  your  counsel  to  further  discuss  the 
above  issues  and  other  problems  arising  out  of  the  Downtown  EIR. 


TAT/ lb 

cc:     Mr.  Dean  Maoris 

Mr.  George  A.  Williams 
Ms .  Barbara  Sahm 
Mark  Mihaly,  Esq. 
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Dear  fellow  citizens: 

We  wish  to  be  counted  among  those  interested  in  the  ecological 
transformation  of  cities  who  feel  San  Francisco  deserved  better 
value  for  the  cost  of  the  study  under  review. 

A  certain  air  of  unreality  stems  from  the  document's  omissions 
or  naivete  concerning  current  land  speculation  in  the  City  & 
County  and  its  fierce,  notorious  pressures  of  high  rents, 
scarce  housing,  imbalanced  taxation  and  overcrowded  services  — 
popularly  known  as  Manhattanisation.    We  concur  in  the  judgment 
that  too  much  diversity  and  quality  of  life  has  recently  been 
squeezed  out  of  the  historic  Downtown,  and  waterfronts,  by 
high-rise  development's  environmental  impacts,  commuter  volumes 
and  mercliandising  homogeneity. 

This  is  a  time  for  regional  planning  with  respect  to  single- 
purpose  commuter  sitings,  such  as  dense  office  concentrations 
Do^Tatown  or  South  of  the  Slot. 

We  commend  the  report's  ideas  for  implementing  modes  of  clean 
transit,  facilitating  and  popularizing  their  use.  Regrettably, 
however,  insufficiencies  and  inaccuracies  of  transportation 
data,  extrapolations  and  projections  render  the  study  inadequate 
as  a  reliable  planning  resource.    Similiarly,    though  alert  to 
landmarks,  the  study  misses  the  massive  environmental  transition 
before  our  eyes.    Finally,  in  our  view,  the  plan  is  rather 
deficient  with  respect  to  imperatives  of  wiser  energy  and 
resource  use,  and  recycling. 

Mindful  of  the  happiness  and  welfare  of  our  present  human 
populations,  and  of  the  need  to  maximize  for  other  species  the 
carrying  capacity  of  this  place  and  the  region,  we  would 
recommend  rejection  of  this  report,  and  wish  for  fuller 
dimensions  and  greater  public  participation  from  investments 
of  this  scale  in  San  Francisco's  planning  process. 


THRESHOLD  CENTER:      JOHN  P.  MILTON.    P.O.  BOX  1856.    BISBEE.  AZ.  85603  •  TEL:  (602)  432-5814 

GEORGE  A.  BINNEY.    P.O.  BOX  16,   TUMACACORl,  AZ.  85640  •   TEL:  (602)  398-9163 
EAST  COAST:      JAMES  N.  BARNES,    SUITE  500.   624  9TH  STREET.  N.W..    WASHINGTON.  D  C.  20001    •  TEL:  (202)  737-3600 
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NORTH  OF  MARKET  PLANNING  COALITION 

295  Eddy  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102     (415)  474-2164 


June  1,  1984 


Toby  Rosenblatt,  President 

San  Francisco  Planning  Connnission 

450  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Dear  President  Rosenblatt, 


JUN    5  1984 

CITY  &  COUNTY  OF  S.F. 
OFPT.  OP  riTY  PI  AK,M,K,r, 


DOWNTOWN  PLAN  EIR  COMMENTS 


On  April  26th  I  testified  as  to  the  North  of  Market  Planning  Coalition's  comments 
on  the  Dovmtown  Plan  EIR.    This  represents  the  written  comments  I  spoke  of  at  that 
time.    I  would  like  to  begin  by  summarizing  my  oral  testimony. 


Z.1 


While  our  organization  has  a  number  of  concerns  about  specific  shortcomings  of  the 
EIR  that  relate  to  the  Tenderloin/North  of  Market  area  we  share  the  concern  expressed 
by  most  of  the  speakers  at  the  April'  26th  hearing  that  the  major  shortcoming  of  this 
document  is  its  lack  of  a  broader  vision  of  the  regional  impacts  of  uncontrolled  high- 
rise  growth  in  downtown  San  Francisco. 


B.2.1 

D.  3.1 
D.3.2.3 

E.  1.5 
E.1.0 

N.3 


Let  us  exajnine,  for  a  moment,  the  case  of  Janice,  a  NOMPC  member  and  a  former  resident 

of  the  Tenderloin.    As  residential  hotel  rents  escalated  in  the  Tenderloin  she  moved 

to  Oakland  where  she  thought  she  might  be  able  to  stretch  her  SSI  disability  check 

further.     In  so  doing  she  joined  countless  low-income  families  and  individuals  displaced 

by  wealthier  office  workers  who  outbid  them  for  their  housing.     In  this  way  the  East  Bay 

gets  a  double  whammy  from  San  Francisco  highrise  development ....  they  must  provide  housing  B.4.2 

for  those  new  office  workers  moving  to  the  Bay  Area  to  take  new  jobs  Downtown  who  sett  1 e  d.3.2.3 

in  the  East  Bay  and  they  are  inundated  by  low-income  refugees  from  San  Francisco  displaced 

by  new  office  workers  moving  to  the  Bay  Area  and  settling  in  San  Fracisco.  2.1 

With  so  much  private  sector  investment  and  planning  happening  on  a  regional  level  (i.e. 
Southern  Pacific/Santa  Fe  projects  in  San  Francisco,  Berkeley  and  Tiburon)  it  is  time 
City  Planning  in  San  Francisco  analyzed  regional  impacts  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  actively 
consulted  with  other  planning  agencies  in  the  nine  Bay  Area  counties  on  these  issues.  B.2.1 

B.2.2 
DJl.2.1 
N.3 


EXISTING  HOUSING 


Section  IV.  of  the  EIR,  Environmental  Setting  and  Impact,  makes  a  number  of  statements 
about  the  preservation  of  existing  housing  that  fly  in  the  face  of  all  we  know  about 
this  subject.    Beginning  on  page  IV.B.52  we  find  statements  such  as: 


[Additional  materials  were  submitted  with  this  letter  and 
are  available  for  review  at  the  department  of  city  planning. 
^50  ricALLisTER  Street^  5th  Floor.] 
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The  other  offoot  of  the  Plan  on  C-3  District  housing  dovclopmont  qpIogg  

because  of  polioioo  which  would  directly  affect  other  typoo  of  development, 
particularly  office. — PolieicQ  limiting  devolopmont  in  Subarcoo  1  and  6  north  of — 
Market  Street  and  redirecting  development  into  Suhnroao  1,  2.  and  6  oouth  of — 

■Market  Street  would  increase  competition  for  available  site?  in  all  of  these  

-  areas. — Generally  >  it  would  beeomo  more  difficult  for  housing  to  eompcte  with  

commercial  land  ucos  for  sites  in  those  cuborooo. 


As  0  rcQult  of  both  of  these  congidcrotions,  about  60  pcroont  of  the  C  3 — 
District  housing  forecast  to  be  built  from  1000  to  2000  would  bo  developed  in 
Suborcas  3,  4,  5,  and  7. — Among  tho&o  subarcan.  the  largoot  number  of  units — 
would  probably  bo  added  in  Suboreo  5. — Although  the  Plan  policies  encourn^ 
ing  housing  do  not  necessarily  apply  in  Subaren  7  (since  moot  of  it  would  bo 

taken  out  of  the  C-3  District  and  included  in  the  Chinotown  Special  Use  

-District  for  which  policies  have  not  yet  been  proposed),  it  is  nosumed  thnt  a 
relatively  smnll  amount  of  new  housing  would  be  allowed  and  would  be  built — 
there. — A  relatively  limited  amount  of  housing  is  forecast  for  Subarea  1, 
probably  to  bo  incorporated  in  a  large,  mixod  u'jo  project(»). — No  now  houn- 
ding ie  forecast  for  Suboreos  2  and  6  although  sonic  of  the  housing  forecast 
for  Suboreo  1  could  occur  in  these  areas  instead. 

—There  ore  proposals  to  expand  the  supply  of  housing-in  several  areas  adja- 
cent to  the  C-3  District. — These  proposals  are  not  specific  to  the  Downtown — 
Plan  but  include  projects  from  other  plans  and  rozoning  studio?;  and  ore 
■  ineerporated  in  the  city  wide  Housing  Element. — Since  thcoo  proieots  would  itot 
-be- -built  in  the  C-3  District,  they  are  not  included  in  the  forecasts  in  thir 
•tooction. — Instead  they  are  addressed  ns  a  part  of  the  citywide  analysis  oi — 
-l^ousing  for  C-3  District  workers  which  is  presented  later  in  this  EIR. — ( Srv 
-Section  IV. D,  Residence  Patterns  and  Housing  Irrpact). 

Existing  Housing.    The  forecasts  of  C-3  District  housing  in  2000  assume  that 
there  are  no  changes  in  the  1990  stock  of  housing.    For  residential  hotels,  it 
is  assumed  that  the  Residential  Hotel  Conversion  and  Demolition  Ordinance 
would  continue  to  protect  the  existing  residential  hotel  units  in  the  C-3 
District.    For  other  housing,  there  were  two  different  assumptions  about 
future  policies.  Z.1 

1V.B.52 
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In  making  the  statement  "For  residential  hotels,  it  is  assumed  that  the  Residential 
Hotel  Conversion  and  Demolition  Ordinance  would  continue  to  protect  the  existing 
residential  hotel  units  in  the  C-3  District"  the  EIR  ignoreslfhe  fact  that  this 
ordinance  is  so  structurally  flawed  as  to  be  virtually  useless.     It  is  the  recent 
slump  in  tourism,  not  the  Residential  Hotel  Conversion  and  Demolition  Ordinance, 
that  has  prevented  greater  losses  and  unless  those  structural  flaws  are  corrected 
an    upturn  in  tourism  could  wipe  out  thousands  of  units  of  affordable  housing. 

The  flaws  in  the  Hotel  Conversion  Ordinance  fall  into  three  major  categories.  They 
are: 

0  STANDING  TO  CHALLENGE  A  CONVERSION 
o  SUMMER/WINTER  CONVERSION  MECHANISM 
o  40%  OF  REPLACEMENT  COST  BUYOUT  PROVISION 


The  Standing  section  of  the  current  ordinance  defines  who  has  a  right  to  challenge 
an  illegal  conversion  of  a  residential  hotel  unit.     If  one  remembers  that  the  final 
ordinance  was  full  of  amendments  drafted  by  residential  hotel  owners  the  twisted  logic 
of  this  section  becomes  clearer.    Only  current  residents  of  a  hotel  have  standing  to 
challenge.     One  exception  is  made  for  tenant  and  neighborhood  groups  who  represent 
3  or  more  tenants  who  have  lived  in  the  hotel  within  the  last  90  days.  Current 
tenants  can  easily  be  bought  off  or  intimidated.     Finding  three  former  tenants  who 
have  left  an  illegally  converted  hotel  within  the  last  ninety  days  can  be  equally 
frustrating. 

In  one  case  the  Planning  Coalition  thought  they  had  located  three  such  tenants  only 
to  have  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  rule  that  one  of  the  three  could  not  provide 
documentation  more  recent  that  95  days. 


Most  ordinances  of  this  type  give  the  City  standing  as  a  matter  of  course  and  will 

often  include  community  groups  like  the  North  of  Market  Planning  Coalition,  tlie 

Chinatown  Neighborhood  Improvement  Resource  Center,  the  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers,  etc. 

The  first  ordinance  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  had  it,  the  amended  version 

in  June  of  1981  narrowed  the  definition  of  who  had  standing  to  the  present  language.  B.4.2 

A  clear  example  of  the  absurdity  of  the  current  ordinance  can  be  seen  in  the  case  of 
the  St.  George  Hotel .     Formerly  the  P  5  W  Hotel,  the  St.  George  situated  at  the 
southeast  corner  of  Leavenworth  and  Eddy  is  100%  tourist  when  its  BBI  approved  Unit 
Usage  Report  states  that  it  is  100%  residential.  BA^ 


The  former  managers  of  the  P  §  W  illegally  evicted  the  55+  jiermanent  residents  in  1982. 
Late  one  Friday  afternoon,  about  5:00  p.m.,  a  resident  appeared  at  our  office  with  her 
baby.     She  was  crying.     The  manager  and  his  wife  had  ordered  her  to  leave  the  hotel.  No 
30  day  eviction  notice,  no  unlawful  detainer,  just  a  "get  out  or  else".     When  she 
argued  with  them  the  husband  (manager),  in  her  words,  "grabbed  me     •  the  arm,  shook  me 
and  pushed  me  down  the  front  stairs".     Sara  Colm  and  I  walked  her     ick  to  the  hotel  and 
managed  to  flag  down  two  S.F.  Police  officers  to  go  in  with  us.     The  officers  found 
the  manager  and  his  wife  drtink,  and  abusive.     They  called  the  owner  from  the  manager's 
room  and  warned  him  that  if  he  did  not  follow  the  law  in  eviction  matters  they  would 
arrest  his  managers  and  him.    As  a  result  the  remaining  tenants  (5)  were  offered  $300 


319 


Downtown  Plan  EIR 
June  1,  1984 
Page  4 


in  moving  expenses  which  they  gladly  accepted  to  get  away  from  those  managers.  B.4.2 

Several  months  later  the  owner  of  the  P&W  leased  the  hotel  to  a  gentleman  who 
had  operated  a  hotel  around  the  comer  as  a  tourist  hotel  for  younger,  college 
age.  Western  Europeans.    The  fact  that  that  violated  the  Residential  Hotel  Conver- 
sion and  Demolition  Ordinance  by  changing  the  use  from  the  official  100%  residential 
to  the  illegal  100%  tourist  didn't  seem  to  phase  the  owner.  B.4.2 

Neighborhood  groups  found  out  about  this  illegal  conversion  more  than  90  days  after 

the  last  tenant  had  fled.     Since  no  one  could  round  up  the  three  former  tenants  who 

had  lived  there  less  than  90  days  ago  no  one  could  challenge  this  clear  violation  Z.1 

of  the  law.     NO  LAW  THAT  WAS  MEANT  TO  BE  EFFECTIVE  WOULD  BE  WRITTEN  IN  SUCH  A  WAY.  B.4.2 

FOOTNOTE  #1:  By  accident,  the  manager  of  the  P^W  (now  the  St.  George  Hotel)  allowed 
a  tenant  to  stay  beyond  the  30  day  period  necessary  to  establish  legal 
status  as  a  tenant,  and  thereby  standing  to  challenge  the  conversion. 
Hie  case  was  brought  before  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection.  Alas, 
after  two  years  of  flaunting  the  law  we  thought  we  would  get  some 
justice  in  the  neighborhood.     It  was  not  to  be.     BBI  ruled  that  the 
tenant  could  only  prove  he  had  been  a  tenant  for  28  days... end  of 
challenge.     BBI  did  say  that  the  owner  would  eventually  get-the  message 
that  the  conversion  was  illegal  and  "smarten  up".    THE  ONLY  ^€SSACE  THE 
OWNER  GOT  WAS  THAT  IF  HE  SMARTENED  UP  AND  NEVER  AGAIN  LET  A  TENANT  STAY 
BEYOND  THIRTY  DAYS  HE  COULD  BREAK  THE  LAW  FROM  NOW  UNTIL  THE  YEAR  3000.  B.4.2 

FOOTNOTE  #2 :  Community  groups  have  been  trying  to  remedy  these  structural  flaws  in 
the  hotel  conversion  ordinance  for  over  two  years (see  attached  flyer) 
with  no  results.    Most  of  that  time  a  set  of  amendments,  many  of  which 
BBI  supports,  have  been  bottled  up  in  the  City  Attorney's  office.  More 
recently  they  have  been  held  up  pending  environmental  review  by  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review,  Department  of  City  Planning.  B.4.2 


THE  DOWNTOWN  PLAN  EIR  MUST  LIST  THOSE  AMENDMENTS  NECESSARY  BEFORE  THE  RESIDENTIAL  HOTEL 
CONVERSION  AND  DEMOLITION  ORDINANCE  CAN  BEGIN  TO  PROTECT  THE  CITY'S  STOCK  OF  AFFORDABLE 
RESIDENTIAL  HOTEL    ROOMS.  n 


The  summer/winter  conversion  section  of  the  existing  ordinance  allows  an  owner  to  rent 
any  vacant  "residential"  rooms  as  "tourist"  rooms  during  the  summer  months.  Unfortunately, 
the  ordinance  defines  summer  as  five  months  and  thereby  encourages  owners  to  stop  renting 
residential  rooms  several  months  before  the  beginning  of  summer  (May  1)  to  guarantee 
those  rooms  will  be  available  to  rent  to  tourists  for  six  months  of  the  year.  RESULT: 
THIS  ORDINANCE  IS  LITERALLY  NOT  IN  EFFECT  FOR  FIVE  TO  SIX  MONTHS  OF  THE  YEAR.  B.4.2 


Finally,  the  current  ordinance  allows  owners  to  buy  out  of  "residential  units"  by 
paying  40%  of  the  replacement  cost.     Currently  real  estate  values  in  Chinatown/Manil- 
atown  and  some  areas  South  of  Market  make  such  an  arrangement  attractive  to  highrise 
developers.     But  40%  of  the  replacement  cost  of  a  unit  does  not,  by  definition,  replace 
a  unit.     Socn  this  may  no  longer  be  an  effective  deterent  to  conversion  in  the  Tenderloin 
either.    Again,  an  amendment  addressing  this  problem  was  proposed  two  years  ago.  04 
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The  next  paragraph  in  Section  IV.  on  page  IV. B. 52-53  states  that  for  housing  other 

than  residential,  "there  were  two  different  assumptions  about  future  policies". 

In  fact,  all  four  paragraphs  on  the  next  page  (IV.B.53)  contain  major  flaws, 

assumptions  that  directly  contradict  the  facts.    We  would  like  to  take  those  para-  B.4.2 

graphs  one  at  a  time. 


PARAGRAPH  ONE 

IV.  En virorimcntul  SeUiti^^  ;iricl  linpiicl 

The  Downtown  Plan  proposes  that  several  areas  within  the  current  C-3  District 

with  large  amounts  of  housing  be  removed  from  C-3  District  zoning  (see 

discussion  of  boundary  changes  at  the  beginning  of  this  section).    About  45 

percent  of  C-3  District  housing  space  in  1990  would  be  included  in  these 

rezoned  areas. /75/    The  zoning  for  this  hou.sing  would  be  changed  to  the 

North  of  Market  Mixed  Use  District  (about  60  percent),  to  the  Chinatown 

Special  Use  District  (about  40  percent),  or  to  RC-4  or  RM-4  (small  amount). 

The  2000  forecasts  assume  that  the  policies  adopted  for  these  zoning  districts 

would  either  protect  existing  housing  from  conversion  and  demolition  or 

require  that  existing  housing  be  replaced  with  units  similar  to  those  removed.  Z.1 


This  paragraph  assumes  that  policies  adopted  in  the  North  of  Market  Mixed  Use  District 
proposed  for  our  neighborhood  "would  either  protect  existing  housing  from  conversion 
and  demolition  or  require  that  existing    housing  be  replaced  with  units  similar  to 
those  removed".     To  contradict  the  ability  of  NOM  MUD  zoning(as  proposed  at  the  time 
the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  was  published)  to  accomplish  either  of  these  goals  we  submit; 

o  North  of  Market  Zoning  Analysis,  Asian  Neighborhood 
Design,  1984. 

o  NOMPC's  Negative  Declaration  Appeal  on  NOM  MUD  in  a 
letter  to  the  Commission  dated  April  9,  1984 

o  A  transcript  of  the  April  19th  NOM  MUD  Neg.  Dec.  Appeal 

o  NOMPC  letter  to  Bob  Passmore  (5/7/84)  on  replacement 

housing  provisions  of  the  NOM  MUD  proposal  ^• 
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PARAGRAPH  TWO  (Page  IV.B.53) 


For  the  housing  remaining  under  C-3  District  zoning  (about  55  percent  of  the 
1990  housing  space),  the  forecasts  assume  that  Plan  policies  would  protect 
existing  housing.    The  Plan  recommends  that  an  ordinance  regulating  demoli- 
tion or  conversion  of  these  units  should  be  considered.    Pending  adoption  of 
such  un  ordinance,  demolition  and  conversion  would  be  subject  to  conditional 
use  review. /76/    It  is  assumed  that  existing  housing  would  bo  protected  or 
replaced  by  similar  units  as  a  result  of  either  an  ordinance  or  conditional  use 
review. 


This  paragraph  assumes  that  "Plan  policies  would  protect  existing  housing"  and  goes 
on  to  recommend  passage  of  an  ordinance  that  would  regulate  conversion  and  demolition 
of  existing  housing  units. 

First,  we  have  been  hearing  about  this  proposed  ordinance  for  years.    One  was  drafted 

several  years  ago  and  sent  to  the  municipal  equivalent  of  Siberia,  the  City  Attorney's 

office.     If  that  office  ever  does  approve  such  an  ordinance  it  will  probably  suffer 

from  the  same  shortcomings  as  the  Residential  Hotel  Conversion  and  Demolition  Ordinance, 

lack  of  enforceability.     To  assume,  as  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  does,  that  existing  units 

"would  be  protected  or  replaced  by  similar  units  as  a  result  of  either  an  ordinance 

or  conditional  use  review"  is  wishful  thinking.  B.4.2 


THE  WORTHLESSNESS  OF  CU  REVIEW.. THE  41-55  OSGOOD  CASE 


Several  months  ago  I  brought  the  case  of  41-55  Osgood  to  the  Department's  "enforcement" 
staff,  Nancy  Gin,  at  a  Board  of  Permit  Appeals  hearing.     It  is  a  clear  violation  of 
the  interim  RC-4  North  Beach  Re- Zoning.     I  brought  this  to  the  Zoning  Administrator's 
attention  in  a  letter  dated  April  25,  1984  and  spoke  about  it  extensively  in  my  oral 
comments  at  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  Hearing  on  April  26th,     To  my  knowledge  no  action 
has  been  taken  by  Department  staff  on  this  matter. 

As  you  know,  we  were  told  in  the  1000  Montgomery  case  that  you  lacked  the  tools  to 
prevent  that  conversion;  i.e.  conditional  use.     ITiat  project  had  just  missed  being 
covered  by  the  North  Beach  rezoning.     When  I  presented  a  survey  of  350+  units  of 
affordable  housing  located  in  the  block  south  of  Broadway  that  was  vulnerable  to 
conversion  you  included  that  area,  including  41-55  Osgood,  in  the  extended  North 
Beach  RC-4  rezoning.     YOU  HAVE  TOE  TOOLS  FOR  ENFORCEMENT  YET  TOEY  ARE  NOT  BEING  USED. 
The  attached  letter  to  Bob  Passmore  describes  the  illegal  conversion  in  detail. 
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PARAGRAPH  THREE 


If  these  assumptions  about  existing  housing  remaining  in  the  C-3  District  are 
not  met,  some  housing  could  be  lost.    Units  under  most  pressure  would  be 
those  in  small  buildings,  surrounded  by  non-residential  uses,  in  locations 
where  commercial  demand  would  be  strong  (Subarcas  1  and  6)  or  where  most 
development  would  occur  (Subareas  1  and  2). 

The  first  sentence  states,  basically,  that  if  our  assumptions  arc  wrong  "some  housinR 
could  be  lost".    How  much  is  "some"?    Ts  it  dozens  of  units,  hundreds  of  units, 
thousands  of  units?    "Some",  in  this  context,  is  a  meaningless  term.     It  needs 
to  be  defined.     In  our  experience  the  assumptions  are  weak  at  best  and  even  if 
they  are  met  we  will  lose  thousands  of  units  of  affordable  housing  in  the  short 
term  through  the  lack  of  enforcement  of  the  Hotel  Conversion  ordinance,  the  lack 
of  a  Residential  Conversion  Ordinance  ,  the  lack  of  enforcement  on  C.U.  provisions 
in  existing    RC-4  areas...  North  Beach,  Upper  24th  St.,  Hayes  Valley,  Upper  Market, 
etc. 


The  most  glaring  deficiency  in  this  section  of  the  EIR  is  the  lack  of  discussion 
of  the  Rent  Stabilization  Ordinance  and  the  effect  of  Vacancy  Decontrol  on  the 
preservation  of  affordable  rental  housing.     This  so-called  safety  valve  in  our 
rent  control  ordinance,  which  allows  below  market  rents  to  float  to  market  rate 
when  units  are  voluntarily  vacated,  undermines  the  very  purpose  of  rent  control 
by  encouraging  landlords  to  evict  long  term  tenants. 

Put  yourself  in  the  place  of  a  landlord  in  the  Tenderloin  renting  residential  hotel 
rooms.    You  have  tenants  who  moved  in  five  years  ago  that  are  paying  $80- $100  a  month 
rent  today  and  you  know  you    can  rent  vacant  rooms  for  $280.     If  you  understand 
real  estate  you  know  that: 


o  For  each  tenant  who  "voluntarily"  leaves  their 
$80/month  room  and  is  replaced  by  someone  paying 
$280  the  owner  realizes  $200/month  in  additional 
income.     That  translates  into  $2,400/year. 

o  ONE  TURNOVER  translates  into  an  increase  in  property 
value  of  $16,800  to  $24,000  (using  7  to  10  times  gross 
multipliers) . 

O  SIX  TURNOVERS  INCREASE  CASH  FLOW  BY  $_1J_.  000  _PE_R_  YEAR 
BUT  INCREASE  PROPERTY  VALUE  BY  $100,800  TO~Tl  44  ,  UUU . 

Add  to  this  equation  the  fact  that  the  Mayor  recently  signed  legislation  reducing 
annual  rent  increases  on  occupied  units  from  7%  to  4%  (while  vetoing  vacancy  control) 
and  you  have  a  blueprint  for  disaster  in  the  form  of  a  dramatic  increase  in  eviction 
notices  to  long  term  tenants.     The  proof  is  in  the  pudding  as  they  say  and  the  pudding 
is  attached... a  Wed. , May  2,1984  S.F. EXAMINER  story  documenting  a  SIX  FOLD  INCREASE 
IN  EVICTION  CALLS  TO  TOE  S.F.  RENT  BOARD.     The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  is  silent  on  this  issue. 
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PARAGRAPH  FOUR 


Separate  from  changes  in  the  numbers  of  units  and  amount  of  housing  space, 

there  is  the  question  of  changes  in  the  prices  and  rents  and  in  the  quality  of 

existing  C-3  District  housing.    Although  some  change  is  possible,  existing 

C-3  District  housing  would  continue  to  be  among  the  City  housing  with  lower 

than  average  rents  and  prices.    The  main  reasons  are  because  the  downtown 

housing  stock  Is  older,  unit  sizes  are  relatively  small,  and  City  policies 

concerned  with  preserving  housing  of  this  type  would  be  adopted.  2.1 

This  paragraph  is  clearly  meant  to  downplay  the  impact  of  downtown  development  with 
a    statement  that  regardless  of  what  happens  "existing  C-3  District  housing  would 
continue  to  be  among  the  City  housing  with  lower  than  average  rents  and  prices".  On 
its  face  this  is  a  rather  meaningless  statement  because  average  rents  citywide  could 
go  to  $1,000  per  month.  Tenderloin  units  could  average  $800  a  month,  the  statement 
would  be  a)  true  and  b)  of  little  comfort  to  the  tens  of  thousands  of  San  Francisco 
residents  displaced.  B.4.2 

Furthermore,  if  you  calculate  C-3  rents  on  a  per  square  foot  basis,  particularly  in 

residential  hotels  and  studio  apartments,  you  will  find  that  C-3  rents  are  among' 

the  highest  in  the  City.  B.4.2 

NEW  HOTEL  DEVELOPMENT 

New  hotels  appear  to  be  exempt  from  housing  mitigation  requirements  in  the  Downtown  Plan 
EIR.     WHY?    The  City  recognized  the  negative  impacts  of  hotel  development  in  the 
now  famous  RAMADA/HOLIDAY  INN/HILTON  package.     The  City  points  to  these  mitigations 
with  pride  in  the  new  RESIDENCE  ELEMENT.    Our  "Rings  of  Impact"  analysis  of  those  hotels 
hold  for  any  new  hotels  in  the  C-3  area.  8,4.2 

Just  look  at  the  impact  of  the  current  Ramada  Hotel  nearing  completion.     Half  the  vacant 
buildings  in  our  neighborhood  are  within  100  feet  of  the  Ramada.     The  Empress,  Mason  and 
Zee  hotels,  containing  a  total  of  more  than  250  units,  sit  empty  as  owners  speculate  on 
the  land.     All  sit  with  highly  inflated  purchase  prices  because  they  are,  in  their  owners 
words,  "half  a  block  from  the  Ramada  Renaissance  Luxury  Hotel".     This  direct  loss  of 
250+  plus  units  cuts  the  RAMADA  UDAG  REHAB  HOTELS  contribution  of  housing  from  450  units 
to  200  units .  B  4  2 

THIS  ISSUE  CANNOT  BE  IGNORED  IN  THE  DOWNTOWN  PLAN  EIR.     THE  INFORMATION  IS  AVAILABLE  AS 
TO  THE  IMPACTS  OF  HOTEL  DEVELOPMENT  ON  AFFORDABLE  HOUSING.  THE  ABOVE  IS  ONE  EXAMPLE. 

B.4.2 
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You  cannot  legislate  that  people  cannot  keep  their  buildings  off  the  market  in 
anticipation  of  speculative  profits  in  the  future.    What  you  can  do  is  anticipate 
this  kind  of  behavior  and  mitigate  it  (a  la  0/HPP)  or  take  away  the  incentive  in 
the  form  of  highrise  development  through  a  500,000  sq.  ft.  annual  limit. 


VAN  NESS  PLAN 

There  is  insufficient  discussion  of  the  Van  Ness  Plan  and  its  relationship  to 
affordable  housing.     Requiring  3  FAR  residential  for  every  FAR  commercial  doesn't 
mean  much  to  Tenderloin  residents  or  80-90%  of  city  residents  if  that  "residential" 
means  $150,000  plus  condos.     That  is  not  sufficient  trade-off  for  significant  ajiiounts 
of  new  office  development  along  Van  Ness  on  our  western  boundary. 

ANNUAL  LIMIT  ON  NEW  COMMERCIAL  OFFICE  DEVELOPMENT  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO 

Section  V.D.2  of  the  EIR  talks  about  an  Annual  Limit  as  mitigation.     The  language 
in  this  section  dances  around  the  real  issues.     For  instance,  in  the  first  paragraph 
we  find: 

From  the  perspective  of  the  City's  housing  market,  less  employment  growth 

would  mean  less  increase  in  the  competition  for  San  Francisco  housing.  Limits 

on  office  development  would  have  less  effect  on  the  competition  for  City 

housing  than  on  employment  growth,  however.    The  demand  for  housing  is 

influenced  by  other  factors  besides  place  of  work  nnd  not  all  of  those  newly  Z.1 


We  find  here  the  statement  "less  employment  growth  would  mean  less  increase  in  the 
competition  for  San  Francisco  housing".   (The  phrase  "competition  for  S.F.  housing" 
appears  to  be  a  sanitized  version  of  "displacement"  and  "gentrification") .  Several 
paragraphs  later  we  find  the  statement:  "Less  employment  growth  would  mean  somewhat 
less  increase  in  the  competition  for  San  Francisco  housing".     The  further  qualification 
of  the  statement  by  the  addition  of  "somewhat"  is  never  explained  but  appears  hereafter. 
While  it  is  a  small  point  it  serves  to  illustrate  the  subtle  but  disturbing  bias  found 
throughout  the  report  that  reflects  a  lack  of  political  will  to  address  the  real  need 
for  "control"  of  downtown  growth  as  opposed  to  making  it  prettier  and  shifting  it  B.4.2 
South  of  Market.  D  3  1 


SUMMARY 


D.5 
D.6.4 


The  real  issue  that  should  have  been  addressed  in  this  EIR  is  how  much  development  can 
our  housing  and  transit  infrastructure  absorb  on  an  annual  basis.     That  would  have  told 
us  where  we  should  be  headed  in  terms  of  annual  limits.     If  we  could  improve  on  housing 
production  or  transit  capacity  we  could  adjust  the  annual  limit  up  and  if  we  couldn't 
meet  current  projections  we  could  adjust  down.     Such  a  rational  approach  to  planning 
steps  on  too  many  powerful  political  interests .however,  so  we  are  left  with  an  inadequate 
EIR.  327  P-1  P-2 


SANHIFRANCISCO 

CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE 

June  6,  1984 

SUBJECT:    Downtown  Plan  EIR 

Toby  Rosenblatt 
President 

Planning  Commission 
450  MCal lister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Dear  Toby: 

While  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  represents  the  most  comprehensive  culmulative  analysis 
of  the  impact  of  future  development,  there  are  several  issues  which  need  further 
analysis  or  clarification.    The  following  comments  on  the  environmental  setting  and 
impacts  should  be  addressed  prior  to  certification  of  the  Downtown  Plan.  2,1 

DOWNTOWN  PLAN  COST  IMPLICATIONS  FOR  EMPLOYERS 

The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  alludes  to  the  fact  that  office  rents  will  be  increased  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed  zoning  ordinance  and  the  impact  will  be  greater  upon  small 
rent  sensitive  office  activities  and  large  space  using  functions.    Only  in  Appendix 
D  is  an  attempt  made  to  quantify  the  employer  cost  implications  of  the  Downtown 
Plan.    In  this  instance,  the  economic  consultants  estimated  construction  cost  per 
gross  square  footage  increase  to  be  10%  or  $16.61  (8%  for  3  building  set  backs  and 
sloped  roof;  1%  for  art  work;  and  1%  for  roof  terrace  and  facade  treatment).  While 
the  prototype  building  cost  estimate  contemplates  using  TDRs  to  reach  maximum 
permitted  building  envelope,  it  fails  to  calculate  the  cost  to  purchase  TDRs.  In 
addition,  the  cost  calculation  does  not  take  into  account  additional  costs  built 
into  the  Downtown  Plan,  such  as  the  Transit  Impact  Development  Fee,  OHPP,  and  open  B.3 
space  requirement. 

The  failure  to  explicitly  state  the  employer  cost  implications  of  the  Downtown  Plan 
raises  serious  public  policy  issues.    Public  policy  decision  makers  for  the  Downtown 
Plan  —  Planning  Commission,  Board  of  Supervisors  and  Mayor  --  and  other  City 
officials       Controller  and  Mayor's  budget  office.  Private  Industry  Council,  and 
Mayor's  Office  of  housing  and  Economic  Development       must  be  provided  comprehensive- 
cost  data  regarding  the  employer  exactions  because  it  may  have  effect  on  a  number  of 
other  issues  facing  the  city.    The  pyramiding  of  taxes  /  fees  (e.g.  OHPP,  transit 
impact,  open  space,  art),  requirements  (e.g.  design,  FAR  and  height  reductions)  and 
hidden  costs  (e.g.  TDR  --  in  effect  the  purchase  of  land  in  two  places)  will 
significantly  raise  the  cost  of  space  to  employers.    In  our  opinion,  this  will 
exacerbate  the  gentri f ication  of  the  work  force  and  lesson  the  diversity  of  job 
opportunities  for  San  Francisco  residents.    It  may  also  have  long  term  fiscal 
implications  for  the  City.  g  3  2.3 

The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  should  provide  a  more  explicit  discussion  of  the  cost 
ramifications  as  it  relates  to: 

A.  The  retention  of  corporate  back  office  functions 

B.  The  creation  and  expansion  of  small  businesses 
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C.    The  diversity  of  entry  level  and  career  development  employment 
opportunities  that  correspond  to  the  City's  demographic  profile 
(an  issue  of  concern  to  the  Private  Industry  Council)  B.3  B.6.1 

During  the  development  of  the  Strategic  Plan,  Rudy  Nothenberg,  then  Deputy  Mayor  for 
Finance  and  John  Farrell,  City  Controller,  both  expressed  concern  that  no  one  in  the 
City  was  calculating  the  impact  of  the  special  Downtown  Plan  employer  exactions  and 
the  effect  on  general  City  revenues  (e.g.  property  taxes,  business  taxes  --  payroll 
and  gross  receipts).    Assessor  Sam  Duca  in  a  letter  to  Mayor  Feinstein  during  the 
Planning  Commission's  debate  on  the  moritorium  also  expressed  fear  that  the  property 
tax  increases  from  commercial  development  would  evaporate  and  jeopardize  the  City's 
general  fund  revenue  picture.    A  significant  portion  of  the  City's  budget  surplus  is 
derived  from  the  increase  of  property  taxes  due  to  new  commercial  development  and 
employment  growth  increasing  payroll  tax  revenues.    To  date.  Mayor  Dianne  Feinstein 
and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  have  utilized  a  portion  of  the  surplus  to,  in  effect, 
mitigate  development  impacts  by  establishing  a  $10  million  housing  fund,  using  $21 
million  to  purchase  60  Muni  vehicles,  and  to  apply  $47  million  to  improve  and 
maintain  our  infrastructure.    Will  the  employer  exactions  contained  in  the  Downtown 
Plan  act  as  a  disincentive  to  commercial  development  and  employment  growth  thus 
reducing  future  general  fund  revenues?    According  to  a  5-year  fiscal  forecast,  the 
City's  rate  of  expenditures  exceeds  revenues.    Will  the  employer  exactions  have  a 
significant  impact  on  commercial  development  and  employment,  thus  forcing  the  City 
into  a  budget  crisis?    These  long  range  fiscal  implications  of  the  employer 
exactions  must  be  addressed.  ^-^ 

The  Chamber  of  Commerce  in  1981  commissioned  Deloitte,  Haskins  and  Sells  to  conduct 

a  comparative  study  of  business  taxation  by  local  governments  in  California.  The 

study  results  show  that  businesses  in  San  Francisco  pay  higher  taxes  and  user 

charges  than  businesses  in  other  areas  reviewed.    Reasons  for  this  include  higher 

payroll  taxes  (San  Francisco  is  the  only  city  which  assesses  a  tax  on  payroll), 

higher  property  values,  higher  transient  lodging  taxes,  and  higher  sewer  user 

charges,    A  similar  comparative  study  carried  out  in  1984  by  the  Los  Angeles 

Taxpayer  Association  concluded  that  San  Francisco  continues  to  have  the  highest 

taxes  on  businesses.    I  am  enclosing  some  summary  materials  from  the  D  H  &  S  study.  B.3 

We  request  that  the  EIR  address  the  employer  cost  impacts  of  the  Downtown  Plan 
utilizing  the  enclosed  Annual  Employer  Cost  Matrix.    This  matrix  will  explicitly 
calculate  the  employer  cost  exactions  and  provide  comparative  rent/employer  cost 
exactions  analysis  with  our  competitor  cities  in  the  region.    The  cost  analysis 
should  state  the  assumptions  for  the  calculations  (e.g.  the  EIR  open  space 
assumption  is  80%  on  site  and  20%  off  site).    The  employer  cost  exactions  should  be 
calculated  on  a  square  foot  basis,  then  converted  to  a  rental  charge  per  employee 
based  upon  the  space  utilization  data  provided  in  the  EIR.     I  am  including  an 
analysis  conducted  by  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  on  the  cost  implications  of  Guiding 
Downtown  Development  that  may  be  helpful  in  stating  the  assumptions,  indicating 
methods  of  calculation  and  showing  how  a  developer  will  treat  the  exactions  in  terms 

tenant  rent  costs.    Should  you  require  assistance  in  calculating  these  employer 

;tions  we  will  be  glad  to  work  with  you  staff. 

B.3 
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COMMENTS:    ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING  AND  IMPACTS  OF  DOWNTOWN  PLAN 


Transportation  and  Circulation 

1.    Table  IV. E. 4,  page  IV. E.  36,  identifies  an  excess  travel  demand  of  1.000  autos 

by  year  2000  along  the  Peninsula  Corridor.    In  order  to  adequately  assess  the 

Downtown  Plan's  impact  to  transportation  along  the  Peninsula  Corridor,  an 

alternatives  analysis  must  be  conducted.  E.2.3 

Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  Number  74  (SCR  74)  would  require  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  to  study  the  San  Jose-San  Francisco  Highway  101 
Corridor,  and  to  submit  a  mass  transit  system  plan/incremental  improvement  plan  and 
to  evaluate  rail  transit  improvement  options  to  the  California  Legislature  no  later 
than  March  1,  1985.  Resolution  74  has  passed  the  Senate  and  is  awaiting  a  hearing  in 
the  Assembly  Transportation  Committee.    This  measure  would  identify  cost-effective 
staged  improvements  to  accommodate  projected  travel  demand  identified  for  the  San 
Jose-San  Francisco  Corridor.    SRC  74  represents  significant  progress  in  setting 
public  policy  that  will  mitigate  excess  travel  demand  projected  for  this  corridor. 


E.2.3 


2.    The  fourth  paragraph  on  page  IV.E.28  of  the  Plan  DEIR  notes  "AC  Transit  demand 
has  been  assumed  to  remain  at  1990  levels  since  no  improvements  to  transbay  service 
are  proposed  to  occure  between  1984  and  2000  Also,  Table  IV. E. 4  on  page 

IV.E.36  identifies  an  excess  peak  hour  travel  demand  of  1,300  autos  for  the  East  Bay 
Corridor  by  year  2000.    Mr.  David  Yazhari,  Acting  Senior  Transportation  Planner  for 
AC  Transit,  has  indicated  that  AC  Transit  would  likely  provide  additional  service  to 
accommodate  excess  travel  demand  identified  for  year  2000  (telephone  conversation, 
April  9,  1984).    The  Plan  DEIR  should  be  reviewed  and  as  necessary  revised  to 
reflect  increases  in  potential  capacity  for  the  transbay  portion  of  the  East  Bay 
Corridor. 


E.2.4 


3.  Initiate  a  feasibility  study  for  expanding  jitney  service  along  selected  San 
Francisco  transit  corridors.    This  measure  is  intended  to  provide  additional  short- 
term  capacity  along  transit  routes.  E.6.2.2 

4.  The  proposed  annual  growth  monitoring  report  (page  V.E.I)  should  be  extended  to 

a  period  of  not  less  than  three  years  and  the  report's  scope  should  be  P. 2. 3 

comprehensive. 

As  now  proposed,  the  monitoring  report's  time  frame  is  too  short  to  accurately 

assess  effectiveness  of  improvements  to  Muni.    A  longer  time  frame  should  be  used 

particularly  if  the  report  findings  are  intended  to  serve  the  basis  of  permitting 

further  office  development.    The  report's  scope  should  also  include  evaluation 

criteria  which  measure  progress  toward  the  employment  (Private  Industry  Council), 

housing  and  fiscal  goals  of  the  Downtown  Plan,  not  just  the  transportation 

objectives.  P. 2. 3 

The  Mayor's  Fiscal  Advisory  Committee  (MFAC)  is  reviewing  a  fiscal  indicators 
reporting  system  that  will  provide  a  fiscal  forecast,  measurement  of  key  financial 
and  economic  factors.    The  City  Controller's  annual  consolidated  budget  report  is 
another  portion  a  comprehensive  "state-of-the-Ci ty"  report.    The  Planning 
Commission's  proposed  growth  monitoring  report  must  be  integrated  with  the  MFAC  and 
Controller  work.  P. 2. 3 

5.  Proposed  mitigation  number  41,  page  V.E.26,  calls  for  implementation  of  the 
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Downtown  Plan's  arcades  proposals  and  through-block  pedestrianways.    This  mitigation 
should  be  linked  to  the  Plan's  open  space  requirements  and  provide  developer 
incentives  (such  as  relief  from  height  district  regulations)  in  exchange  for 
implementing  proposals  for  the  arcades  and  pedestrianways  plan.  ^  .| 

6.  Mitigation  number  43,  page  V.E.26,  calls  for  the  construction  of  four  pedestrian 
bridges  in  the  South  of  Market  area.    Where  proposed  bridges  would  require 
connections  with  privately-owned  parcels,  provisions  should  be  made  allowing 
reductions  in  open  space  and  public  art  requirements.  ^-"^ 

E.5 

7.  Proposed  mitigation  measures  44  and  45  on  page  V.E.27  should  include  incentives 
for  developers  wishing  to  improve  or  develop  pedestrian  networks,  streets  and  alleys 
identified  in  the  Downtown  Plan.    Incentives  could  include  partial  or  total 
satisfaction  of  open  space  and  public  art  requirements  in  exchange  for  off -site 
improvements  per  the  provisions  for  pedestrian  networks,  streets  and  alleys.  A.I 

E.5 

8.  Mitigation  measure  47,  page  V.E.28,  would  "permit  or  require  developers  to  make 
cash  payments  (to  a  public  agency)  in-lieu  of  providing  on-site  parking."  This 
measure  is  recommended  as  a  means  to  finance  construction  of  new  long-term  parking 
garages  adjacent  to  the  Downtown  Plan  Study  area  (as  per  mitigation  number  30,  page 
V.E.20  of  the  DEIR).  E  g  4 

A  proposal  for  a  required  in-lieu  cash  payment  is  de  facto  taxation  and  of 
questionable  validity  under  the  California  State  Constitution  (as  amended  by  State 
Proposition  13,  passed  by  the  California  voters  in  1978).  E.6.4 

To  construct  parking  facilities  proposed  by  the  Downtown  Plan  the  Parking  Authority 
should  be  the  responsible  agency  to  undertake  this  task.    Chapter  17  of  the  San 
Francisco  Administrative  Code  establishes  a  Parking  Authority  pursuant  to  the 
California  Streets  and  Highway  Code,  section  32501.    The  Parking  Authority  is 
authorized  to  issue  revenue  bonds,  acquire  property,  sell  property,  construct 
parking  facilities  and  public  rights-of-way,  and  to  administer  facilities  to  be  used 
as  off-street  parking  lots  and  garages.  2,1 

An  alternative  financing  mechanism  could  be  to  allow  ground  floor  retail  use  in  new 

long-term  parking  facilities.    Lease  revenues  so  derived  could  service  a  portion  of 

the  revenue  bond  debt.    Also,  the  City  should  explore  a  commuter  "park  and  ride" 

ticket  which  could  be  used  to  provide  peak  period  shuttle  or  private  jitney  service 

to  the  downtown  area.    Finally,  special  attention  should  be  given  to  siting 

potential  peripheral  long-term  parking  sites  along  proposed  LRV  lines.  E.4.1  E.6 

10.  To  accommodate  year  2000  peak-period  transit  commute  growth  projections,  the  EIR 
notes  that  Five-Year  plans  for  regional  transportation  carriers  must  be  implemented. 

E.2.1.1 

Regarding  MUNI,  an  evaluation  of  the  Municipal  Railway's  "bus  operator  hours  of 

duty"  should  be  undertaken  to  determine  whether  greater  operating  efficiencies  can 

be  achieved  during  peak-period.    The  San  Francisco  Charter  (Part  V,  Section  8.450) 

currently  defines  hours  of  duty  as  "eight  basic  hours  of  labor  to  be  completed 

within  ten  consecutive  hours."    The  question  which  should  be  answered  is;  what 

relation  exists  between  duty  hour  requirements  and  MUNI's  low  vehicle  peak-to-base 

service  ratio?  E.6. 2.1 

The  low  ratio  could  mean  that  off-peak  MUNI  service  is  too  high  or  that  peak  service 
is  too  low.    In  either  case,  a  more  efficient  deployment  of  duty  hours  could  result 
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in  greater  peak-hour  capacity  without  significant  additional  committment  of 

resources.  E.6.2.1 

Architectural/Historic  Resources  And  Urban  Design 

1.  Proposed  mitigation  measure  6  on  page  V.H.2  proposes  that  architecturally 

significant  interiors  be  considered  as  criteria  for  categories  of  high  significance 

in  the  designation  of  historic  buildings.  ^ 

C.2.1 

Article  10,  landmark  designation  standards  should  be  established  to  define  and 

evaluate  interior  space  proposed  as  significant.    Evaluation  criteria  should  include 

a  definition  of  interior  space  and  whether  interior  is  confined  to  a  building's 

lobby  area.    Preserva-tion  of  significant  interiors  should  not  preclude  adaptive 

reuse  and  maintenance  of  economic  utility.  C.2.1 

2.  Mitigation  9,  page  V.H.2,  calls  for  conformance  to  national  rehabilitation 
standards  in  order  to  maintain  National  Register  eligibility  and  maximum  tax 
benefits  for  rehabilitation  of  buildings  identified  in  the  Downtown  Plan  as 
significant.  C.2.2 

This  mitigation  should  be  permissive  and  extended  to  building  owners  as  an 
alternative,  not  a  requirement.    Discretionary  review  by  City  staff  and  decision 
makers  should  be  sensitive  to  maintaining  the  economic  utility  of  rehabilitated 
structures.  C.2.2 

3.  Mitigation  11,  page  V.H.2,  recommends  that  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory 
Board  (LPAB)  be  strengthened  and  its  role  clarified. 

Article  10  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  code  identifies  the  role  of  LPAB  as  a 
information  and  advisory  body  to  the  Planning  Commission  and  Board  of  Super-visors. 
LPAB's  role  should  remain  that  of  an  advisory  body,  however  its  scope  of  project 
evaluation  should  now  be  modified  to  include  a  detailed  economic  analysis  in  cases 
where  rehabilitation  recommendations  are  proposed  by  LPAB  staff  and  board  members. 

C.2.3  Z.1 

4.  Mitigation  measure  12,  page  V.H.3,  would  provide  the  Planning  Commission 
authority  to  deny  demolition  or  inappropriate  alteration  to  landmarks,  and  provide 
authority  to  designate  interior  spaces  significant  on  the  basis  of  either 
architectural  elements  or  historic  events.  o  i  r»  -> 

C2.I  CZ.2 

Preservation  of  interior  space  should  be  limited  to  physical  interiors  having 
significant  architectural  features  directly  contributing  to  the  structure  (see 
comment  number  one  of  this  section).    Preservation  of  significant  interiors  should 
be  tied  to  an  economically  feasible  post-rehabilitation  use.    Examples  of  both 
economic  and  architecturally  successful  rehabilitations  include  the  Palace  Hotel's 
Garden  Court  and  the  Union  Bank  in  the  Merchants  Exchange  Building, 

C.2.1 

5.  Mitigation  number  14,  page  V.H.3. 

In  addition  to  measures  identified  for  this  mitigation,  the  city  should  establish  a 
standardized  form  for  conveyance  of  development  rights  transfer  (TDRs).  Approval 
for  this  form  by  the  City  Attorney  should  occur/commence  upon  the  sale  of  TDRs. 

C.2.3  Z.I 

6.  Mitigation  number  17,  page  V.H.3. 

The  proposed  mitigation  measure  should  not  be  implemented  until  the  need  for  such  a 
program  is  demonstrated.    Prior  t^  implementing  the  proposed  mitigation,  a  waiting 
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period  from  six  to  twelve  months  should  be  observed. 


C.2.2 


7.    Mitigation  number  2,  page  V.H.4. 

The  proposed  mitigation  refers  to  an  "advisory  board  suggested  in  2  above".  Please 
identify  and  explain  the  role  of  this  proposed  body.    In  order  to  streamline  the 
review  process  for  the  proposed  FAR  bonus  (streetscape  improvement),  the  Planning 
Commission  should  be  the  sole  decision  making  body  to  approve  improvements.  All 
other  departments,  commissions  and  agencies  should  remain  advisory  to  the  Planning 
Commission.  H.2 

Wind,  Sun  and  Shadow 

1.    Mitigation  measure  number  1,  page  V.H.4  notes  that  the  eight  mile-per-hour  wind 
impact  criterion  for  the  Downtown  Plan  "does  not  specify  the  applicable  direction, 
time  of  day,  or  whether  the  criterion  represents  an  average  speed  or  some  other 
statistical  parameter."    In  addition  to  this  concern,  a  review  of  the  eight  mile- 
per-hour  criterion  should  be  undertaken.    The  following  question  must  be  answered; 
is  this  criterion  realistic  given  the  fact  that  the  average  San  Francisco  windspeed 
exceeds  ten  miles-per-hour  from  May  through  September?    The  criterion  should  at  a 
minimum,  be  set  in  excess  of  thirteen  miles-per-hour,  since  this  represents  a 
greater  relative  impact  to  pedestrians  as  described  per  Table  10,  page  98  of  the        |^  3  2 
Downtown  Plan, 

Skyline  Image 

Table  V.H.I  evaluates  proposed  performance  design  criteria  effectiveness  to  mitigate 
impacts  to  the  City  skyline  image. 

Consideration  should  also  be  given  to  increasing  building  height  limits  within 
selected  areas  of  the  C-3-0  districts.    Particular  attention  should  be  directed  to 
the  C-3-0  (SD)  district.    Selectively  increasing  building  heights  could  reduce  the 
existing  benching  effect  of  development  when  viewed  from  south  of  the  James  Lick 
Skyway.    This  measure  would  also  increase  the  demand  for  TDRs  and  is  consistent  with 
recommendations  of  the  EIR  consultant  (see  page  V.B.5.)  H.4.1 

Open  Space 

The  consultant  should  undertake  a  analysis  of  the  Open  Space  Acquisition  and  Park 
Renovation  Fund,  which  is  administered  by  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Commission.  This 
analysis  should  identify  the  incremental  portion  of  revenues  for  the  open  space  fund 
derived  from  commercial  development  in  the  C-3  districts  which  could  be  earmarked 
for  acquisition  and  development  of  parks  within  those  districts.    Revenues  so 
earmarked  may  already  be  sufficient  to  substantially  reduce  the  open  space 
requirements,  particularly,  an  in-lieu  contribution  to  acquire  areas  off  of  the  B.6 
developers  site. 

Seismic  Safety 

The  San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce  Codes  Committee  support  efforts  to  strengthen 
the  seismic  safety  section  of  the  1979  Uniform  Building  Code  for  new  downtown 
construction  in  San  Francisco,  and  the  business  community  continues  to  work  closely 
with  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency  Services  for  the  development  of  evacuation  and 
emergency  response  plans.    These  plans  are  developed  to  provide  for  the  safe 
evacuation  of  building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an  emergency,  and  are  reviewed  and 
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approved  by  the  Office  of  Emergency  Service.    Emergency  response  plans  are 
implemented  by  building  management.    All  emergency  planning  activity  is  finalized 
prior  to  issuance  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  of  final  building  permits. 
The  Chamber  has  also  assisted  in  negotiating  an  agreement  with  Bay  Area  ferry 
services  to  transport  key  San  Francisco  emergency  response  personnel  to  the  City  in 
the  event  of  forced  closings  of  transbay  bridge  and  surface 

transportation  routes.  K.I  K.5 

Thank  you  for  considering  our  comments. 
Sincerely, 


Richard  B.  Morten 

Associate  Director,  Planning 

cc:  Dean  Macris 
George  Williams 
Alec  Bash 
Paul  Zigman 
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